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Executive Summary

TheWashi ngton St at e 0 {RCO/RGAr7i10pas eraateld oncApril 32016 for the
primary purpose of allowing flexibility to innovate in areas such as scheduling, personnel,
funding, and educational programs to improve student outcomes and academic achievement of
Oarti sk o6 st latbesh A Washingtan charter school is a public school that is not a
common school: a public alternative to traditional common schools. The first public charter
schools began operating in Washington in fall 2016. In collaboration with the Washington State
Charter School Commission(CSQ@, the State Board of Education (SBE)ssues a annual report to
the Governor, the Legislature, and the public, in accordance with RCW 28A.710.250/hile this is
the fourth annual report, the data represent four or fewer years of results, with schools opening
and closing, and significant changes in enroliment. As a result trend data is limited so the
findings and analysis presented here should be considered preliminary.

The information required to be included in the annual charter school report is as follows:

1 The performance of the state's charter schools during the preceding school year,
including a comparison of the performance of charter school students with the
performance of academically, ethnically, and economically comparable groups of
students in traditional public schools? (TPS)

1 TheSt at e Boar d asfessBehuottiretsicaessésschallenges, and areas for
improvement in meeting the purposes of the Washington Charter Public Schools Act
(RCW 28A.710), including theBoard's assessment of the suficiency of funding for charter
schools, the efficacy of the formula for authorizer funding, and

1 Any suggested changes in state law or policy necessary to strengthen the state's charter
schools.

Key Findings on the Academic Performance of Charter Schools
1. Most, but not all charter public schools continue to serve higher percentages of
systemically marginalized students as described in the Washington Charter School Acias
compared to the home school districts.

1 RCW 28A.710.010 defines an "arisk student" as one who has an academic or economic disadvantage
that requires assistance or special services to succeed in educational programs. The term includes, but is
not limited to, students who do not me et minimum standards of academic proficiency, students who are
at risk of dropping out of high school, students in chronically low -performing schools, students with
higher than average disciplinary sanctions, students with lower participation rates in advanced or gifted
programs, students who are limited in English proficiency, students who are members of economically
disadvantaged families, and students who are identified as having special educational needs.

2 Traditional public school (TPS) students are those students whose primary school assignment is a public
common school and who were not enrolled in a charter public school at any time during the year. The TPS
abbreviation is that which is most commonly used in educational research differentiating between charter
schools and non-charter schools.



2. Information about the performance of charter schools on the winter 2020 version of the
Washington School Improvement Framework (WSIF is limited and mixed. However and
on average, the charter school€§WSIFscore is a little higher than the state average.

3. Charter school students performed higher than the TPS student group on seven of the
eight assessment and growth measuresevaluated in this report.

4. Charter school students identifying as Hispanic/Latinx, students who are English learners,
and students who qualify for FRL (lowincome) consistently outperform their TPS
matched peers.

5. Summit Olympus was the only charter school with a publicly reportable graduation rate,
and this was lower than the home school district and the state rate.

Key Developments Charter School s

The Washington State Charter School Commission CSG and Spokane Public Schools continue
as the only charter school authorizers in the state. The two entities oversaw 10 charter public
schools operating in Washington during the 2019 -20 school year. Total chater public school
enroliment decreased to 3,165 K-12 students in the 2019-20 school year from approximately
3400 students enrolled in public charter schools for the 2018-19 school year.

During the 2019-20 school year, one new school (Ashé Preparatory Academy)began operation
but closed shortly thereafter due to staffing and enrollment challenges. It is important to note
that prior to opening, Ashé also experienced challenges finding a suitable space for the school
and settled on a location outside the core community they intended to serv e, affecting the

s ¢ h o entoliinent. At the close of the 2018-19 school year, three schools closed citing funding
challenges. Together, the closed schools (two Green Dot schools and the SOAR Academy)
enrolled 571 students in grades K-10 in the 2018-19 school year.

Space availability was also a factor in another recent development, the decision of Spokane
International Academy to relocate to a site outside the boundaries of the Spokane Public
Schools (Spokane PS)which necessitaed a transfer of their authorization contract from
Spokane Public Schools to the Charter School Commnssion. The Boardapproved that transfer in
2020 effective for the 2020-21 school year.

The SBEequested legislation (HB1195 to extend the time in which to approve additional
charter public schools. Perthe bill summary prepared by the legislative staff, the timeframe for
establishing up to 40 total charter schools is extended by five years to April 3, 2026if HB1195
passes incurrent form.

The key developments for each of the authorizersinclude the following :

Charter School Commission

1 SevenCSCauthorized charter schools were in operation for the entire 2019-20 school
year.



9 Four charter schools were approved to open in the fall 2020, but only Catalyst Public
School and Impact | Salish Sea Elementary School opened for the new school year

1 InJune 2019 theCSCwas notified of the voluntary closure of three charter schools
(Green Dot Destiny, Green Dot Excel, and the SOAR Acadeyhand in October, the
voluntary closure of a fourth charter school (Ashé Preparatory Academy)

1 Provided all charter schools currently operating remain open and other approved charter
schools open as planned, 16 charter schools will be in operation for the 2021-22 school
year through CSC authorization.

Spokane P ublic Schools

9 During the 2019-20 school year, two Spokane PS authorized charter public schools were
in operation. PRIDEPrep continues to grow and add a new grade level each year, while
Spokaneht er nati onal Academy reached full <capacit.y
9 As described above Spokane International Academy secured a new location outside the
boundaries of Spokane PS The SBE and CS@pprovedt he transfer of the sc
authorization contract to th e Charter SchoolsCommission.
1 InJune 2019 the Spokane PS approvedLumen High Schoolfor a 2020-21 school year
opening.

Recommendation s

1 The SBE recommendsextending, by five years to April 2026, the timeframe for
establishing up to 40 total charter schools.

1 The SBE recommends that a thorough review of the charter school rules and statutes be
undertaken in advance of the 2022 legislative session for the purpose of updating
language and clarifying processes contained in statute and rule.

1 Closely examine statute and rule to explore for possible flexibility in the allowable use of
the authorizer fee to enable the authorizer to assist the charter schools in areas of
mutual benefit to both the authorizer and the school.

9 The SBE finds that charter schools face unique challenges with regard to funding due to
lack of access to public funding for capital and lower appropriation per student due to a
lack of access to equivalent state funding to make up for the fact that local funding is
not available. The SBE recommends a close examination the sufficiency of charter school
funding and approaches used in other states.



Introduction
Legislative Authority

RCW28A.710.250 () directs the State Boardof Education (SBE) to issue a report on the
performance of t he .BREWA2ABATWG25@)Istpulates that tbecahnaabrépsrt
must be based on the reports submitted by each authorizer as well as any additional relevant
data compiled by the State Board of Education. Information from the authorizer reports is
incorporated into this SBE annual report. The charter school auttorizer annual reports are on
SBEG s wledistation ir 2020 (HB 2853)changed the reporting timeline such that the final
report is now due on March 1 of each year for the report covering the prior school year.

The Charter School Commission and Spokane Public Schools submitted authorizer repor to the
SBE in early February 2021n compliance with RCW 28A.710 As specifiedin the authorizing
legislation, the SBE used the authorizer reports andadditional relevant data compiled by the SBE
to complete this fourth annual report of the performance of the charter schools.

In addition to this short introduction and appended materials,t he SBE&s fraportr t h
contains in three main sections and each section addresse one of the three requirements
specified in statute.

I.  The performance of the state's charter schools during the preceding school year,
including a comparison of the performance of charter school students with the
performance of academically, ethnically, and economically comparable groups of
students in other public schools,

. TheStat e Boar d o fassesdnentafthe succésses, challenges, and areas for
improvement in meeting the purposes of the Washington Charter Public Schools Act
(RCW 28A.710), including theBoard's assessment of the sufficiency of funding for charter
schools, the efficacy of the formula for authorizer funding, and

lll.  Any suggested changes in state law or policy necessary to strengthen the state's charter
schools.

On March 13, 2020, the Governor required the physical closure of all Washington school
buildings as part of the COVID 19 public health emergency. Through a subsequent action on
April 6, the Governor directed that both public and private school buildings remain physically
closed through the regular 2019 -20 school year.

On March 20, 2020, the OSPI cancellecthe spring 2020 summative statewide assessment
administration after the USED approvedthe OSPI waiver request on March 27. The cacelled
administrations include the Smarter Balanced assessments (SBAS), alternate assessment for
students with significant cognitive challenges (WA-AIM), and the English language proficiency
assessment (ELPA21). As a direct result of the cancellation ofssessment administrations, the
evaluation of the performance of the charter schools in this report differs in many respects to
the evaluations presented in previous reports.
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https://www.sbe.wa.gov/our-work/charter-public-schools
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The SBE is directed in RCW 28A.710.250 to issue the annual report on the perfornrece of the

stateds charter schools during the preceding year
academic performance of the charter schools operating during the 2019-20 school year.

However, the physical closure of school building s due to the COVID 19 pandemic and

subsequent cancellation of the statewide assessment administration in the spring 2020

eliminates much of the educational data used for the required analysis. Ghanges to the required

educational outcome data are as follows:

1 No test score data is available for the 2019-20 school year,
1 No growth model data is available for the 2019-20 school year, and
1 The ability to generate a valid winter 2021 WSIF is in question

Notwithstanding the data avai lability challenges, the SBEe-analyzed educational data from the
2016-17, 2017-18, and 201819 school years to create a new perspective of theacademic
performance of charter school students in comparison to demographically and academically
similar non-charter school students.

Charter Schools in  Washington

Washington St at e 0 sRCURRAr7I)avaisendated io 203 updated in(2016.
The primary purpose of Washingt on ddoin@dvaterit er Schoo
areas such as scheduling, personnel, funding, and educational programs to improve student
outcomes and academic achievement of atrisk student populations. Washington charter public
schools:
9 Are public schools (hot common schools) that are alternatives to traditional common
schools,
1 Are open to all children free of charge and by choice, with admission based only on age
group, grade level, and school enrollment, and
1 Must be nonsectarian and nonreligious.

In addition, Washington charter public schools:

1 Must be a Washington nonprofit public benefit corporation with federal tax exempt
status under section 501(c)(3) of the IRS code,

1 Must be governed by a nonprofit board according to the terms of a renewable, five-year
performance-based charter contract executed with an approved authorizer that contains
at least the 32 elements required by RCW 28A.710.130

1 Are subject to the supervision of the OSPI and SBE, including accountability measures
and the performance improvement goals adopted by SBE,to the same extent as other
public schools, must provide a program of basic education, and participate in the
statewide student assessment system

1 Employ educators meeting the same certification requirements as traditional public
school teachers, including background checks and


http://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=28A.710&full=true

1 Must comply with local, state, and federal health, safety, parents' rights, civil rights,
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, and nondiscrimination laws applicable to school districts.

The charter schools in operation change from year to year (Table 1). Some emerging charter
schools annually add one or two grade levels each yearto accommodate the grade promotion
of continuing students, meaning that the grade levels served at each charter school may also
change from year to year. Throughout the text, some school names are shortened to increase
the readability and to enhance the appearance of charts and tables. For example Green Dot
Rainier Valley Leadership Academy is referred to as Rainier Valley, Impact | Puget Sound
Elementary is most often referred to as Impact Puget Sound, and these types of shortened
names are used formany of the charter schools.

Table 1: shows the charter public schools in operation over the most recent school years.

2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20

Ashé Preparatory
Academy*

Green Dot Destiny Green Dot Destiny Green Dot Destiny

Middle School Middle School Middle School

Green Dot ExcelMiddle | Green Dot ExcelMiddle | Green Dot ExcelMiddle

School School School

Green Dot Rainier Green Dot Rainier Green Dot Rainier

Valley LeadershipAcad. | Valley LeadershipAcad. | Valley Leadership Acad.

Impact | Puget Sound Impact | Puget Sound
Elementary Elementary
PRIDE Prefchool PRIDE Pregschool PRIDE Prefchool PRIDE Prechool
Rainier Prep Rainier Prep Rainier Prep Rainier Prep
SOARAcademy SOARAcademy SOARAcademy
Spokane International Spokane International Spokane International Spokane International
Academy Academy Academy Academy
Summit Atlas Summit Atlas Summit Atlas
Summit Olympus Summit Olympus Summit Olympus Summit Olympus
Summit Sierra Summit Sierra Summit Sierra Summit Sierra

Willow Public School Willow Public School
(Innovation) (Innovation)

*Note: after opening for the 2019 -20 school year,Ashé Prep closed in late October 2019.



Together, the Washington Charter School Commission and Spokane Public School®versaw 10

charter public schools operating in Washington during the 201 9-20 school year (Table 1). Per
the Washington State Report Card, 3164students attended one of the 10 Washington public
charter schools in the 2019-20 school year (Table2).

Table 2: shows some basic information for the charter schools operating for the 2019-20 school year.

School Name Authorizer Home Grades Enrollment*
District Served
. State Charter School

Ashé Preparatory Academy* . K-2,6 89
Commission

Green Dqt Rainier Valley State (?hgrter School Seattle 6-10 319

Leadership Academy Commission

Impact | Puget Sound State C;ha}rter School Tukwila K-2 285

Elementary* Commission

PRIDE Pregschool Spokane Public Schools | Spokane 6-11 569

Rainer Prep State C;hgrter School Highline 5-8 350
Commission

Spokane International Academy | Spokane Public Schools| Spokane K-8 436

Summit Atlas State Charter School Seattle 6-11 539
Commission

. h hool

Summit Olympus State C a}rter Schoo Tacoma 9-12 183
Commission

Summit Sierra State (?ha}rter School Seattle 9-12 345
Commission

Willow |.3ubl|c School* State (?ha}rter School Walla Walla 6-8 49

Innovation Schools Commission

*Note: Ashé Preparatory Academy surrendered the school charter shortly after opening for several
reasons discussed in the 2020 SCS Authorizer ReporiThe home district is the school district in which the
charter school is physically situated.Enroliment data is from the Washington State Report Card.

RCW 28A.710directs the CSCto authorize high quality charter public s chools throughout the
state, egecially schools that are designed to expand opportunities for systemically marginalized
(at-risk) students. Washington statute defines an at-risk (systemically marginalized) studentas a
student who has an academic or economic disadvantage that requires asistance or special
services to succeed in educational programs.The demographics of students enrolled in charter
schools (Table 3) during the 2019-20 school year vary considerably from school to school. Most
of the charter public schools serve higher percentages of students qualifying for the Free and
Reduced Price Lunch (FRL) programhigher percentages of students with disabilities, higher
percentages of students of color, but lower percentages of English Learners than the state
average or the home school districts.



Table 3: 2019-20 student demographics for charter schools, home school districts, and Washington.
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Rainier Prep 0.0 6.3| 40.0| 426 0.0 4.9 6.3| 22.0| 786| 111
Highline SD 07| 147 | 149 | 39.8 3.7| 201 6.1 | 285|686 | 159
Ashé Prep 11 00| 79.8 7.9 0.0 00| 11.2 ND | ND ND
Summit Atlas 0.9 4.6 354 | 16.1 0.4 31.0f 115| 15.8| 51.8| 154
Rainier Valley 0.3 28| 759 10.7 0.9 1.9 75| 18.8| 62.7| 182
Summit Sierra 0.0 72| 33.0| 125 06| 319| 148| 10.1| 35.1| 18.3
Seattle PS 0.4 13.3 144 | 12.9 04 46.5 12.1 12.4 | 325 15.2
PRIDE Prep 4.6 1.9 6.5 9.5 0.5 72.4 4.6 0.0| 59.9 17.8
Spokane International 1.1 1.1 2.1 8.9 00| 727| 14.0 16| 46.8| 128
Spokane PS 1.0 2.3 33| 11.2 20| 671 | 131 6.9 | 583 | 17.6
Summit Olympus 2.2 22| 21.3| 24.0 55| 26.8| 180 6.0 76.5| 25.1
Tacoma SD 1.0 8.8 13.1 | 214 3.1 37.1 154 | 10.9 | 61.9 15.1
Impact | Puget Sound 0.4 9.1| 49.8| 16.8 0.7| 18.2 49| 295| 64.6 4.2
Tukwila SD 09| 265 | 21.3| 29.6 40| 115 6.2 | 348|747 | 12.0
Willow 0.0 0.0 0.0| 49.0 00| 408| 10.2| 204 | 61.2| 204
Walla Walla PS 0.3 1.2 0.7 | 411 0.1 | 53.2 33| 13.6 | 59.2 | 15.0
Washington 1.3 8.0 44 | 24.0 12| 526 86| 11.7 | 453 | 144

Note: throughout the report, Low Income or FRL are used interchangeably and mean the students

qualifying for the Free and Reduced Price Lunch (FRL) program. Special Education refers to students with a
disability (SWD) who are receiving special educational services through an Individualized Educational Plan
(IEP).English learners (ELs) are studemtreceiving bilingual educational supports. ND = No Data. From the
Washington State Report Card.

Overview of the Performance of Charter Schools

The first charter school opened in the upper mid -west nearly 30 years ago, and since thenthe
academic performance of charter school students in comparison to TPS students has been a
great interest to academicians, educators, policymakers, and the public. Like traditional public
school students, the academic achievement of charter school studentsvaries considerably across
the nation, from state to state, by school level, by presence and nature of a management
organization, and results differ for specific student groups.
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On average, theevidence from a myriad of studies indicates no difference in achievement on

tests between students who attend a charter school and those who attend a TPS.Center for

Research on Education Outcomes (CREDO) is one of the most credible entities researching

charter schools. In 2013, CREDO published thélational Charter School studyon the academic

performance of students attending charter schools. Us i n g C iRacbed pesrs’

methodology, t he study found that students attending charter schools exhibit slightly higher

levels of learning in reading and approximately the same level of learning in math as compared

totheir TPSpeersThe 2019 r é&phoot Ghoicke inthe ended Btata® conducted by t
National Center for Education Statistics found no measurable differences in the 2017 reading

and math test scores between charter school and TPS students.

However, other evidence shows that urban charter schools serving systemically marginalized

and low-income students followinga 6 n 0 e x ghilbsophy bave a demonstrable and positive
impact on student outcomes. No excuses schools emphasize high academic and behavioral
expectations, extended instructional time , and other prescribed educator practices. As did other
studies of Boston, New York, and Denver charter schools,te CREDO 2013 study concluded that
Black students, stidents in poverty, and English learners appear to benefit most from attending
charterschools. A body of wo r@&artsrischoons arid e Athidvamend Gap
concludes that a subset of charter schools yields significant and positive effects on educational
outcomes.

In another important publication titled dJrban Charter School Study: Report on 41 Regiooby
CREDO in 2015, the authors reported thatBlackand Hispanic/Latinx students, students in
poverty, English learners, and students receiving special education services all posted larger
academic gains in urban charter schools as compared to their matched peers in urban TPS. The
report provided evidence t hat Black students in poverty and Hispanic students in poverty posted
much larger academic gains that their TPS peers.

In another summary of research (The National Charter School Landscap)pconcurs that the most
successful charter schools are those serving lowincome students, usually in urban areas.In this
subset of charter schools, the effects are largest for students of color, low-income students, and
those with special education needs. In addition, Englishlearners with the lowest level of English
proficiency make some of the largest gains on statewide assessments after enrolling in a charter
school.

3 The CREDO work relies on a peereviewed methodology utilizing a virtual control record (V CR) method

of analysis. TheVCRappr oach creates a ovirtual twind for each c¢h
data using student records that match the studentds de]
matches are obtained from traditional public schools thatserveas 0 f eeder s 6. I n many cases,

t wi na&compasiteof up to ten different students fitting the m
twindéd would differ from the charter student only on a

11


https://futureofchildren.princeton.edu/sites/futureofchildren/files/resource-links/charter_schools_compiled.pdf
https://credo.stanford.edu/publications/national-charter-school-study
https://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2019106
https://futureofchildren.princeton.edu/sites/futureofchildren/files/resource-links/charter_schools_compiled.pdf
http://urbancharters.stanford.edu/download/Urban%20Charter%20School%20Study%20Report%20on%2041%20Regions.pdf
https://www.hoover.org/research/national-charter-school-landscape

A just releasedstudy of the performance of charter school students compared to TPS students
on the National Assessment of Student Progress (NAEP) over time found that charter school
students are improving at a higher rate than TPS students are. The greatest gainsfor charter
school students, relative to TPS students are for Blackstudents and students of low
socioeconomic status.

In January 2019,CREDO released thereliminary results of a study on the Charter School
Performance in the State of Washingtorcovering the 2014-15, 2015 16, and 2016-17 school
years While acknowledging the challenges of reporting on a small number of schools and their
short history of school operations, the authors conclude that on average, charter school
students in Washington experience annual growth in reading and math similar to the

educational gains made by their matched peers who enroll in the TPS the charter school
students would otherwise have attended. The CREDO authors characterized the performance of
the charter schools aspromising but not yet definitive.

Laterin January 2019,the SBE delivered thesecond annual report to the educational
committees of the Legislature and the Governor on the academic performance of charter school
students for the 2017-18 school year. The study followed a rigorous design and similar to the
CREDO study covering earlieischool years,concluded that charter school students perform
approximately the same as demographically similar TPS students on the statewide ELA, math,
and science assessments.

The SBE delivered the third annual report on Washington charter schools to the Governor, the
Legislature, and the publicin January 202Q The report concluded that the performance of
individual charter schools in comparison to the home district on statewide assessments varied,
as some schools posted higherproficiency rates on the statewide assessmentsand others
posted lower proficiency rates. Two charter schools reported adjusted cohort graduation rates
and these were similar to or a little lower than the home district graduation rates. Likewise,the
performance of charter schools on the Washington School Improvement Framework (\WSIB was
limited and mixed, as only five of the 12 charter schools earned a WSIF rating and those ratings
ranged from a low of 1.53 to a high of 8.35. The WSIF school ratings rangefrom 1.0 to 10. A
school rating of 1.53 is in the bottom one percent of school ratings and a school rating of 8.35 is
a little below the 90" percentile of WSIFschool scores.

The S B Eliird annual report also released the results of a rigorous evaluation showing that, as a
group, charter school students posted scale scoressimilar to the scale scores achieved by
demographically and academically similar TPS students on the ELA assessment, but highescale
scoresthan TPS students on the math and science assessments. Thanalysisyielded effect sizes
showing that the effect associated with charter school enrollment was very small to very small.
The student growth percentiles (SGPs) for charter school students were mostly similar to or
higher than the TPS student group. The report characterized the findings as preliminary, as the
analysescame from the assessment results of a relatively small number of students from a small
number of schools, operating for a small number of years.
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https://www.educationnext.org/charter-schools-show-steeper-upward-trend-student-achievement-first-nationwide-study/
https://credo.stanford.edu/sites/g/files/sbiybj6481/f/2019_report_wa.pdf
https://credo.stanford.edu/sites/g/files/sbiybj6481/f/2019_report_wa.pdf

In fall 2020, CREDO released an updated report titledCharter School Performance in the State of
Washington. Using assessment results through the 201718 school year, the CREDO researchers
provide evidence that on average, Washington charter school students demonstrated annual
academic growth in ELA and math similar to the growth of their matched peers in traditional
public schools. The students in poverty, Black, and Latinx student groups posted gains that were
higher on average but statistically similar to the gains of their respective TPSpeers. The CREDO
researchers show thatthe academic growth made by English learners and Latinx English learners
was different and higher than their TPS peers inBLA and or math were.

Section | d Washington Charter School Performance

This section of the annual report consists of two distinct parts in accordance to
28A.710.250 R). Part A is comprised of analyses on theacademic performance or
achievement of students at charter schools compared to the home district and the state
Part B comprises the comparison of the academic performance of students at charter
schools to similar students in traditional public schools

This report elaborates on the performance of charter schools through data posted to the
Washington State Report Card and other student results from the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-
19 school years. As was stated for the previous three charter school reportsassessing the
performance of charter schools and charter school students, the findings presented here are
preliminary. Becausethe evaluation of the performance of charter schools in Washington is
ongoing, it would be premature to make any judgement about the performance of the charter
schools until multiple years of results (at least five years) are available.

When comparing the performance of the charter schools to their TPS counterparts, a couple of
other challenges should be noted. First, most of the charter schools add one or two new grades
each year. This means that schools must build curriculum, hire new teachers, and provide
training each year to new teachers. This challenge is unique to the charter schools, as the
traditional public schools used for comparison have been fully built out for years Second, the
enrolling of a high percentage of systemically marginalized students means thata charter school
needs to allocate more resources to ensure every student is making good academic progress.
The effects of concentrating systemically marginalized students in a school building creates
teaching and learning challenges, about which we are just beginning to learn.

Another limitation of this work cent ers on the fact that only 13 charter schools have been in
operation over the most recent four -year period and only nine charter schools were in operation
for the full 2019-20 school year. As explained earlier, there is scant educational data to report on
for the most recent school year, and only 3000 to 4000 assessment records for charter school
students over the three previous years. Recently approved charter schoolswill commence
operations in the coming years and the overall enroliment of the charter schools will likely
increase. The meaningfulnessof the statistical analyseswill increasewith the larger student
counts and additional schools.
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Summary of Findings

1. Information about the performance of charter schools on the winter 2020 version of the
Washington School Improvement Framework (WSIF) isimited and mixed, as some
schools earned higher scores while other schools earned lower scoresOn average, the
charter schools WSIFscore is similar to or a little higher than the state average.

2. Two charter schools hadreportable four -year adjusted cohort graduation rate s for the
class of 202Q The rate for one school wassimilar to the state average, but lower than the
home school district. Data was suppressed for the other school

3. Charter school students performed higher than TPSstudents do on seven of the eight
assessment and growth measures evaluated in this report

a. For the ELA and math assessments, charter school students perform higher than
the TPSstudents do on average scale score and on the proficiency rate.

b. On the science assessmentscharter school students perform higher than TPS
students on average scalescore and similar to TPS students onproficiency rate.

c. On the growth model SGPs, charter school students perform higher than the TPS
students on the math SGP and ELA SGHneasures.

4. Students identifying as Hispanic/Latinx, students who are Englishlearners and students
who qualify for FRL (low-income) opting for the charter school alternative consistently
outperform their TPS peers.

Part A 0 Academic Performance of Charter Schools

RCW 28A.710.25irects the SBEto report on the performance of the state's charter schools
during the preceding school year, and include a comparison of the performance of charter
school students with the perform ance of academically, ethnically, and economically comparable
groups of students in traditional public schools. This report is to elaborate on the academic
performance of the charter schools operating during the 20 19-20 school year.

The OSPI cancelled sgng 2020 summative statewide assessment administration after theED
approved the OSPI waiver request on March 27. The cancelled administrations includ the
Smarter Balanced assessments (SBAS), alternate assessment for students with significant
cognitive challenges (WA-AIM), and the English language proficiency assessment (ELPA21)h&
physical closure of school building s due to the COVID-19 pandemic and subsequent
cancellation of the statewide assessment administraton in the spring 2020 eliminated much of
the educational outcome data used for the required analysis.
1 Neither the percent of students meeting standard on the statewide assessments nor the
reporting of scale scores are reportable on the Washington State Report Card.
1 The student growth percentiles are not available for the 2019-20 school year and cannot
be computed for the 2020 -21 school year following the adopted methodology.
1 The generation of the 2020 WSIFis virtually possible.
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Simply comparing the test results of students enrolled in a charter school to results for students
in the home school district or another traditional public school can be misleading. In choosing
to attend a charter school, the student demonstrates the motivation to seek an educational
opportunity outside the norm, an educational alternative making him or her different from peers
in traditional public schools. Students enrolling in charter schools do so for a variety of reasons
making them different from students attending a TPS based on school choice at a minimum.
With the knowledge of the existence of unobserved student differences, it becomes a challenge
to determine whether test score differences reflectthe student population differences or
something about the school. Nonetheless, find the most recent results for the charter schools in

comparison to the home district and the state in Appendix A.

Washington School Improvement Framework

The OSPI published the firstversion of the Washington School Improvement Framework (WSIF)
in the winter 2018 based on educational data from the 2014-15, 201516, and 2016-17 school
years. For a variety of reasons, thenajority of charter schools did not earn WSIF school ratings

untilt he winter

2020

WS |

F versi

on.

Last

year 0s

WISFscoresas limited and mixed, as only five schools earned a WSIF ratindTable 5)

Table 5: showsthe winter 2020 WSIF schoolrating in decile points for the All Students group by indicator .

School Name Prof. SGP Graduation | EL Progress | SQSS Total
Decile Decile Rate Decile Decile Decile Decile*

Green Dot Destiny* 2.00 2.50 N.D. 1.00 2.00 185
Green Dot Excet 3.50 4.00 N.D. 1.00 2.00 3.25
Green Dot Rainier Valley 3.00 6.50 N.D. 1.00 3.33 4.40
Impact | Puget Sound ES* N.D. N.D. N.D. 10.00 5.00 N.D.
PRIDE Prep 5.00 3.00 N.D. N.D. 2.67 3.55
Rainer Prep 7.50 10.00 N.D. 3.00 7.00 8.30
SOARAcademy* 2.00 1.50 N.D. N.D. 2.00 1.45
Spokane International 8.00 6.00 N.D. N.D. 9.00 6.95
Summit Atlas 6.50 9.50 N.D. 2.00 4.33 7.00
Summit Olympus 5.00 N.D. 5.00 N.D. 6.00 5.15
Summit Sierra 6.00 N.D. 6.00 2.00 5.67 6.65
Willow (Innovation)* N.D. N.D. N.D. N.D. N.D. N.D.
Cha”(e/;vsefgggi 5.25 6.00 5.50 360 | 4.89 6.00
V;ii';igg‘(’zvztr‘:g; 5.97 5.61 5.84 560 | 522 5.69

*Note: N.D. meansNo Data, asa final decile could not be computed for a school due to too few
reportable measures or the school having been open for less than two years. The winter 2020 WSIF is the
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first year in which Willow and Puget Sound are included. Destiny, Excel, and SOAR surrendered their
charters shortly after the 2018-19 school year ended and were excluded from the charter school averages

Two charter schools were unrated due to having been in operation for only one year, the 2018-
19 school year. The remaining tencharter schoolsreported on in the winter 2020 WSIF earned a
school rating, ranging from a low of 1.45 to a high of 8.30 decile points. Destiny, Excel, and
SOAR ceased operations shortly after the 201819 school year, and after excluding those
schools, the average WSIF school rating (final decile) for the charter skools is 6.0, just a little
higher than the state average of 5.7. The average decile rating for the charter schools on each of
the WSIF indicators is mostly just a little lower than the state average.

The WSIF data filecreated by the OSPIprovides final decile ratings for student groups if the
minimum repo rting requirements are met. The winter 2020 WSIFfinal decile ratings for student
groups at the charter schools (Table 6)are limited and mixed. For each of the student groups for
which a final decile could be computed, the charter school average score was approximately
0.75 to 2.00 decile points higher than the state average.

Table 6: shows thewinter 2020 WSIF schoolratings (final decile) for all reportable student groups for the
charter schools earning a final decile rating*.

) = = = . = = 5

School Name Z é % % § E § % % % 8 g % TU_; % % § %
2|2 < | 2| 2|83 3 |F3 56 "£ 3

Green Dot Destiny* | 1.95| N.D.| N.D.| 1.05| 1.05 | 140| 3.05| 1.95| 155| 1.55| 1.00
Green Dot Excef 3.25| N.D.| 825| 2.35| 250| N.D.| 490| 2.85| 3.75| 2.35| N.D.
PRIDEPrep 355| N.D.| N.D.| 2.15| N.D.| N.D.| 355| 6.05| N.D.| 2.70| 1.80
Rainier Prep 830| N.D.| 9.90| 8.25| 870| N.D.| 9.25| 9.45| 6.10| 860| 3.85
Rainier Valley 440 | N.D.| ND.| 415| 435| N.D.| ND.| ND.| 355| 415| 3.75
ﬁ\[t)grknaa:;nal 6.95| N.D.| N.D.| N.D.| 5.05| N.D.| 6.40| 6.00| ND.| 550| 3.65
SOAR Academy 145| N.D.| ND.| ND.| ND.| ND.| ND.| N.D.| N.D.| ND.| N.D.
Summit Atlas 7.00| N.D.| N.D.| 6.15| 6.90| N.D.| 8.75| 7.45| N.D.| 650| 5.15
Summit Olympus 515| N.D.| N.D.| N.D.| N.D.| N.D.| ND.| N.D.| ND.| 430| N.D.
Summit Sierra 6.65| N.D.| N.D.| 6.45| N.D.| N.D.| 6.90| N.D.| N.D.| 545| N.D.

Charter School
(Average) *
Washington Public
Schools (Average)
*Note: N.D. means NoData, asa final decile is not computed for a school for various reasons including
too few reportable measures or the school having been open for less than two years. Destiny and Excel
surrendered their charters shortly after the 2018-19 school year ended and are not included in the charter
school averages.

6.00 | N.D. | 990 | 543 | 6.25 | N.D. | 697 | 7.24 | 483 | 531 | 3.64

569 | 298 | 7.88 | 411 | 464 | 3.53 | 6.24 | 591 | 3.20 | 438 | 2.89
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High School Graduation Results

Simply comparing the high school graduation rates of students enrolled in a charter school to
graduation rates for students in the home school district or another traditional public school can
be misleading. As mentioned earlier, because the students at charter schools arenot exactly the
same as their TPS peers because of their decision to opfor an alternative educational
experience, it is impossible to know whether differences in the high school graduation rates
reflect the student differences or something about the charter school.

The 2019-20 school year was only the second year in which charter public schools served 12"
graders (Table 7)and posted an official four -year adjusted cohort graduation rate (ACGR).

T Summit Olympus is within the Tacoma School District boundaries. The high school
graduation rates of the reportable student groups are mostly similar to or a little lower
than the corresponding state graduation rates but lower than the corresponding rate s
for the Tacoma School District.

1 Thefour-year graduation data for Summit Sierrawas incorrectly uploaded to the OSPI.
At the time of this writing, Summit Sierra is working with OSPI to determine how and
whether or not the correct graduation data will be displayed on the Washington State
Report Card. The incorrect data is currentlysuppressed

Table 7:shows the four-year graduation rates for reportable student groups for the charter schools, the
home school districts, and Washington.

Class of 20?0 Summit Tacoma Su.mmit Seattle Washington

Four-year Graduation Rate Olympus SD Sierra PS

All Students 75.0 899 N.D. 85.8 82.9

American Indian / Alaskan Native N.D. 81.3 N.D. N.D. 69.8

Asian N.D. 94.3 N.D. 855 91.1

Black / African American N.D. 90.2 N.D. 79.9 76.3

Hispanic / Latinx 84.6 88.2 N.D. 74.3 77.7

Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islander N.D. 88.9 N.D. N.D. 77.3

White 54.5 89.5 N.D. 90.7 84.7

Two or More Races 63.6. 89.7 N.D. 90.1 83.9

Limited English N.D. 84.5 N.D. 66.6 68.4

Low-Income 71.4 87.0 N.D. 78.2 75.1

Students with a Disability 66.7 68.0 N.D. 64.2 64.5

Female 73.9 93.6 N.D. 89.7 86.0

Male 75.0 86.3 N.D. 82.0 80.0

*Note: N.D. means No Data, asthe data were suppressed to protect personal information or th e student
group was not represented in the graduation cohort for the school. From the Washington State Report
Card.
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Part B d Academic Performance of Charter School Students and Similar TPS
Students

Methodology

RCW28A.710.250 @) requires that the charter school performance include a comparison of the
academic performance of students at charter schools to demographically and academically
similar TPS students.The best manner in which to generate causal estimates of program effects
would be to analyze the educational outcomes of lotter y-generated, randomly selected, charter
school attendees in comparison to those students not selected through the over -subscribed
charter school lottery. The Washington Charter School Association (WSCA)reported that a
number of charter schools were oversubscribed at some point in their operations and conducted
lotteries to select enroliment for some grades. However, the inconsistent need to conduct
lotteries and the unavailability of lottery results make it impossible to use lottery selection as a
basis for the group analyses.

When the random selection of participants is not possible, the next best approach (as used here)
is to control for differences between charter school and TPS studentsin a study relying on
student-to-student matching. The overarching ideaof such adesign is to create two groups
differing only by charter school enroliment status and then to analyze the performance of the
groups on the assessmentsand other metrics. Any difference in performance is evidence of but
not proof that attending a traditional public school versus a charter school results in a different
performance on an educational outcome.

It is very important to note that these findings are non-causal because the
design does not include randomized group assignment and does not take into
account other confounding factors . It would be misleading to report that
attending a charter school causesor results in a higher performance on
educational outcomes. For this reason, we use noncausalterminology (e.g.,
associated, related, and correlated) to describe the result that attending a charter
school is associated with a higher performance on educational outcomes.

Even this non-causalapproach makes it possible to estimate the strength of the relationship
between charter school attendance and the outcome measures. However, even with the most
precise matching protocol, some selection bias will always exist because the students making up
the matched groups will di ffer in unobservable ways. Differences in group performance could be
attributable to unobserved student traits, but could also be attribut able to other factors not
considered in this report, some of which include the following:

9 Differences in educator quality or effectiveness,
9 Differences in educational materials, technology, and other facilities of the school,
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1 Differences in student engagement and or parent/guardian engagement,

Differences in student motivation,

9 Differences in access to and attendance of before and after-school support programs
and other enrichment activities, and

9 Differences in the curriculum delivered and the learning opportunities provided to
students.

=

In the design, a comparison group was created following a student -by-student matching

process to be as identical as possible to thetreatment group of charter school students

(Appendix A). In such a design, each charter school student is matched to or paired with a

demographically and academicalys i mi | ar T ABSt i ,dotogvedtby tliecevaluation

of group means using the Independent Samples t-Testor the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U-

TestThe effect size of t he did®érktesqered, dependingonghpor t ed a
statistical test.

1 Thetreatment group is comprised of students enrolled in charter schools.

1 Thecomparison group is comprised of demographically and academically similar
students enrolled in atraditional public school (TPS)usually, but not always, in the
charter schoolsdhome district.

Changes in Reporting from Previous Years

The analysis of the performance of charter school students in comparison to TPS students
presented in this report differs substantially from that presented in the first three versions of the
annual charter school report. The bulk of the changes were necessary because of the
cancellation of the spring 2020 statewide assessment administration. Sudent matching for the
2017 and 2018 school yearswas updated to make the year-to-year reporting more consistent.
The major differences are as follows:

9 The charter school and TPSgroup comparisons used in the 2017 and 2018 reports did
not match students based on prior year performance. To be consistent with the 2019
report, the student pairs for 2016-17 and 2017-18 we r e-ma t e hbaseédion the wide
range of student characteristics (Appendix A) and prior performance on ELA and math
assessments.

1 This report presents the results for each of the three most recent assessment
administrations (2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19) to assess performancepatterns, and
the results of the aggregation of those three years to evaluate group performance
differences.

1 The results presented in this report are for the charter schools open for the 2019-20
school year, meaningthat the results for students enrolled at Destiny, Excel, and SOAR
are not included in the analyses.
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Results

In the results that follow, the performance of the groups is described as being different or
similar. It is important to understand that differences in the performance between two groups
typically exist, may appear to be quite large, and yet, be characterized assimilar. In other cases,
scores can appear to be similar the diff erence between the averages may be quite small, and be
indicative of a different performance. The nature or the distribution of the data or scores for
smaller vs. larger groups explains the paradox.

A similar performance describesgroup means that do not d iffer statistically.
The data tables that follow include a row showing the mean difference as a
positive or negative value. More often than not, a mean difference exists, but the
analyses so not showwith a high degree of confidence that the difference is
related to the test variable after evaluating the distribution and number of scores.

When the performance of the groups is different, the group means were
statistically different . In this case, the lesearcher can say with a high degree of
confidence that the difference is related in some way to the test variable after
evaluating the distribution and number of scores. Statistically different outcome
measures are noted by the presence of a double astersk (**).

Overview of Results

For the analyses that follow, the charter school group and the TPS groups represent the
aggregation of the charter schools open in the 2019-20 school year. In other words, all of the
charter school students are combined into one large group to assess for differences in the
groupsd p eandthosenstudetseare all from the charter schoolsin operation for the
entire 2019-20 school year.

Of the eight academic measuresexamined, charter school group performed different and higher
than TPSgroup on seven of the measures. On theremaining measure, the charter school group
performed similarly to the TPS group (Table 8) The following results are evident:

1 Forthe ELA and math assessments, charter schodtudents performed different and
higher than the TPSstudent group on average scale score and on the proficiency
rate.

9 On the science assessmentscharter school students performed different and higher
than the TPSgroup on average scale scoreand similar to TPSgroup on the
proficiency rate.

1 On the student growth percentiles (SGP3, the charter school students performed
different and higher than the TPSgroup on the median math SGPand on the median
ELA SGP
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Table 8: summarizes the performance ofthe charter school students compared to the performance of
demographically and academically similar TPSgroup aggregated over multiple school years.

Academic Measure

Charter School
Students Perform
Different and Higher
than TPS Students

Charter School
Students Perform
Similar to TPS
Students

Charter School
Students Perform
Different and
Lower than TPS
Students

ELAAssessment
(Three-Year Aggregation)

Average Scale Score
& Proficiency Rate

ELAGrowth Model
(Three-Year SGP Aggregation*

Median SGP

Math Assessment
(Three-Year Aggregation)

Average Scale Score &
Proficiency Rate

Math Growth Model
(Three-Year SGP Aggregation*

Median SGP

ScienceAssessment
(Two-Year Aggregation )*

Average Scale Score

Proficiency Rate

*Note: The ELA and math average scale scores reflect data aggregated over the 201647, 2017-18, and
2018-19 school years, while the science data is aggregated over the 201718 and 2018-19 school years.
The student growth percentiles (SGP)are available for 4™ through the 8 " grade students with valid
Smarter Balanced assessmentesults. SGPs are notavailable for science.

English Language Arts (ELA) Results
On the three-year aggregation of statewide ELA assessmentesults, the charter school students
group performed statistically higher than the TPS student group (Table 9) However, the effect
sizes for each of the measures indicate a negligible or very small effectassociated with

attendance at a charter school.

9 The charter school students group posted a different and higher average scale score
than the TPS student group (2564 vs. 2556)
9 The proficiency rate for the charter school group was different and higher than the TPS
group rate (61.3 vs. 58.50ercent).
1 The median SGP for thecharter school students group was different and higher than the
TPSgroup median SGP(53 vs. 56).
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Table 9: summary of the differences for the ELA measuresfrom the spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring
2019 statewide assessmentsfor 3™ to 10 grade students based on charter school enrollment.

ELA " Growth Model
Assessments Scale Score** Percent Proficient** ro(v; GPS;* €
TPS Group 2556.1 58.5 53.0
Charter School Group 2563.7 61.3 56.0

**Note: the double asterisk denotes the assessmentmeasures where the group performances were

statistically different.

Mathematics Results

On the three-year aggregation of statewide math assessment results, the charter school
students group performed statistically higher than the TPS student group (Table 10) The effect
sizes for each of the measures indicate a negligible or very small effectassociatedwith
attendance at a charter school.

1 Thecharter school students group posted an average scoredifferent and approximately
nine scale score points higherthan the TPS student group (2549 vs. 2540)

1 The proficiency rate for the charter school students group is different and higher than
the proficiency rate for the TPS group (45.5 vs. 49.0).

1 The SGP mediarfor the charter school group is different and higher than the TPS
student group median SGP(57 vs. 49).

Table 10: summary of the differences for the math measures from the spring 2017, spring 2018, and
spring 2019 statewide assessmentsfor 3™ to 10 grade students based on charter school enroliment.

Math Growth Model
| E P Proficient**
ASSESSMENts Scale Score ercent Proficient (SGPs)™
TPS Group 2540.4 455 490
Charter School Group 2549.4 49.0 57.0

**Note: the double asterisk denotes the assessmentmeasures where the group performances were

statistically different.

Science Results

On the two-year aggregation of statewide scienceassessment results, the charter school
students group performed statistically higher than the TPS student group on the scale score
measure, and similar to the TPS group onthe proficiency rate measure (Table 11) The effect
sizes for each of the measures indicate a negligible or very small effectassociated with
attendance at a charter school.

1 The group means derived from the sciencescale scores are differentwith the charter
school students group posting an average scalescore approximately 8.5 scale score
points higher (696 vs. 688) Theeffect sizesindicate a negligible to very small effect
associated with attendance at a charter school.
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1 Thescience proficiency rate for the charter school students group is similar to the
corresponding rate for TPS group(49.9 vs. 46.3)

Table 11: summary of the differences for the science measures from the spring 2018 and spring 2019
statewide assessments basd on charter school enroliment.

Science Scale Score** Percent Proficient
Assessment
TPS Group 687.8 46.3
Charter School Group 696.3 49.9

**Note: the double asterisk denotes the assessmentmeasures where the group performances were
statistically different.

Overview of Results by Race/Ethnicity and Program Participation

In aggregating the educational outcome data over a three-year period, group sizes increase
sufficiently to report on and to be more meaningful. With only one exception, the charter school
students performed as well or better than the TPS groups on all the measures(Table 12) Charter
school students identifying as Hispanic/Latinx, students who are English learnersand students
who qualify for FRL (low-income) consistently outperform their TPS matched peers

1 Native American and Alaskan Natives : charter school attendeesidentifying as Native
American or Alaskan Nativesperform similarly to the TPS students on all measures for
which a result is reportable.

1 Asian: charter school attendees identifying as Asian performed similar to TPS students
on average ELA and math scale scores and higher than TPS students on the median ELA
and math SGPs.

1 Black/African American : students identifying as Black at charter schools performed
similar to TPS students on average ELA scale score and the median EL$GPand higher
than TPSgroup on the math scale score and a higher median math SGP.

1 Hispanic/Latinx : students at charter schools performed higher than the corresponding
TPSgroup on all of the measures.

1 White : charter school students performed similar to TPS students on all of the measures,
except for the math median SGP measure, where the White students at charter schools
performed lower than the TPS group.

9 Two or More Races : charter school students performed similar to TPS students on all of
the measures, except for the math median SGP measure, where the charter school
students identifying with Two or More Races performed higher than the TPS group.

1 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander : on all the measures, the count of matched
students with valid results was too small (less than20) to report on.

1 English Learners: charter school students performed higher than the TPS goup on all of
the measures, except for the ELA median SGP measure, where the charter school English
learners performed similar to the TPS group.
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1 Low-Income : students at charter schools performed higher than the corresponding TPS
group on all of the measures.
9 Special Education : charter school attendees receiving special education services
perform similarly to the corresponding TPS group on all measures, except for the
average, math, scale score, which was higher than the TPS group.

Table 12: summary of group performance on ELA and math assessments and SGPs by race/ethnicity and
program participation by charter school enroliment.

Academic Measure

Charter School
Students Perform

Charter School
Students Perform

Charter School
Students Perform
Different and

(Three-Year SGP Aggregation*

English Learner, and
Low-Income

Different and Higher Similar to TPS
Lower than TPS
than TPS Students Students
Students
Native American, Asian,
ELAAssessment Hispanic, English Black, White, Two or
(Three-Year Aggregation) Learners, Lowlncome More Races Special
Education
Native American, Black,
ELAGrowth Model Asian, Hispanic, and White, Two or More
(Three-Year SGP Aggregation* Low-Income Races English Learners,
and Special Education
Black, Hi ic, English | Native A i Asi
Math Assessment ack,Hispanic, Englis atlv_e merican, Asian,
(Three-Year Aggregation) Learner, LowIncome, White, Two or More
ggreg and SpecialEducation Races
Asian, Black, Hispanic,
Math hM I T M R . . .
ath Growth Mode WO oriviore Races Special Education White

For purposes here,Low Income and FRL are interchangeableand means the students qualifying for the

Free and Reduced Price Lunch (FRL) program. Special Education refers to students with a disability (SWD)

who are receiving special educational services through an Individualized Educatbnal Plan (IEP). English
learners (ELS) are students receiving bilingual educational supports.

Results by Race/Ethnicity

On the Smarter Balanced ELA assessment scale scofaggregated over the 2016-17, 2017-18,

and 2018-19 school years), the Native Ameri@an/Alaskan Native, Asian, Black/African American,
White, and Two or More Races student groupsat charter schools yielded group means students
that were similar to the corresponding group means of the TPS students(Table 13) The
Hispanic/Latinx students at the charter schools posted scale scores different andhigher than the
average sale sore for the TPS students.The effect sizes indicate a verysmall effect is
associated with attendance at a charter school.
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Table 13: ELA scale score differencesggregated over three years (spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring
2019) of statewide assessments for & to 10" grade students by race/ethnicity and based on charter

school enroliment.

_ Two or
ELA Native Asian Black | Hispanic** | White More
Assessment American

Races
TPSGroup 2547.9 2601.0| 25216 2542.0 2571.7 2572.8
Mean Scale Score
Charter School Group 25853|  26152| 25295 2555.4|  2576.7 2574.6
Mean Scale Score

**Note: the double asterisk denotes the student groups where the group performances were statistically

different.

Aggregated over the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 school years, the Native American/Alaskan
Native, Black/African American, White, and Two or More Races student groups at charter
schools posted EIA SGP medians similar to the corresponding medians for the TPS students
(Table 14) The Asian and Hispanic/Latinx groupsat charter schools posted ELA SGP medians
different and higher than the TPS student groups. The effect sizes indicate asmall effect is

associated with attendance at a charter school.

Table 14: ELASGPdifferences aggregated over three years (spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring 2019 for
4% to 8™ grade students by race/ethnicity and based on charter school enroliment.

ELA Native Two Or
. American Asian** Black Hispanic** White More Races
Growth Percentiles
TPSGroup
Median SGP 50.5 56.0 520 51.5 52.0 57.0
Charter School Group
Median SGP 66.5 70.0 570 59.5 52.0 60.0

**Note: the double asterisk denoteswhere the group performances were statistically different.

For the three most recent years of statewide math assessments, the Native American, Asian,
White, and Two or More Races groups of charter school students posted average scale scores
similar to the corresponding TPS student groups (Table 15) The Black and Hispanic/Latinx
student groups in charter school students posted different and higher scale scores than the TPS
student groups. The effect sizes indicate asmall to very small effect is associated with
attendance at a charter school.
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Table 15: math scale score differencesaggregated over three years (spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring
2019) of statewide assessments for & to 10" grade students by race/ethnicity and based on charter
school enrollment.

Math Native Two or
: Asian Black** Hispanic** White More
Assessment American
Races
TPSGroup 2532.3 2614.8|  2508.2 2530.4 2551.3 2553.4
Mean Scale Score
Charter School Group 2551.1 2631.3| 25256 2555.4 2549.4 2561.4
Mean Scale Score

**Note: the double asteriskdenotes the student groups where the group performances were statistically
different.

Regarding the math SGPs aggregated over the three most recent years, all of the charter school
race/ethnicity student groups (except for the White student group) posted math SGP medians
that were different and higher than the TPS SGP mediangTable 16) Most of the effect sizes
indicate a small to very small effect is associated with attendance at a charter school, but for
Hispanic/Latinx students a medium effect size isassociated with attendance at a charter school

Table 16: math SGPdifferences aggregated over three years (spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring 2019
for 4™ to 8™ grade students by race/ethnicity and based on charter school enrollment.

Math Two or More
1 *%* *k 1 10** 1ta**
Growth Percentiles Asian Black Hispanic White Races™
TPSGroup
Median SGP 63.0 47.5 43.0 52.0 48.0
Charter School Group
Median SGP 73.0 66.0 68.0 420 58.5

**Note: the double asterisk denotes the assessment yearsvhere the group performances were statistically
different.

Results by Program Participation

Students receiving special education services at charter schools posted an average scale score
similar to that for special education students at the TPS. However,both t he English learner
student group and the students qualifying for the FRL program at charter schools yielded
average ELA scale scores that ere different and higher than the corresponding scale scores for
the TPS students(Table 17) The effect sizes indicate a verysmall effect is associated with
attendance at a charter school.
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Table 17: ELA scale score differencegggregated over three years (spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring
2019) of statewide assessments for & to 10" grade students by program participation and based on
charter school enrollment.

ELA _ _ .
English Learners** Low-Income** Special Education
Assessment
TPSGroup
Mean Scale Score 2464.5 2530.3 2461.3)
Charter School Group 24795 J543.7 1722
Mean Scale Score

**Note: the double asterisk denotes the student groups where the group performances were statistically
different.

The English learner and special education students attending charter schools postedELASGP
medians similar to those posted for TPS students(Table 18) Students qualifying for FRL
program (Low-Income) posted a higher ELA SGP median than the TPS students. However, the
effect size associated withcharter school attendance on ELA SGP median is very small.

Table 18: ELASGPdifferences aggregated over three years (spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring 2019 for
4% to 81 grade students by program participation and based on charter school enroliment.

ELA . . :
. English Learners Low-Income** Special Education
Growth Percentiles
TPSGroup
Median SGP 52.0 510 43.0
Charter School Group
Median SGP 52.5 570 50.0

**Note: the double asterisk denotes the assessment yearsvhere the group performances were statistically
different.

The charter school students participating in English learner, low-income, or special education
programs posted average scale scoresn math different and higher than the scale scores for the
TPS students in corresponding groups(Table 19) However, the effect sizes are small to very
small.

Table 19: math scale score differencesaggregated over three years (spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring
2019) of statewide assessments for 3 to 10" grade students by program participation and based on
charter school enroliment.

Math . . .
English Learners** Low-Income ** Special Education **
Assessment

TPSGroup 2456.7 2517.9 2434.2
Mean Scale Score

hool
Charter School Group 2485.6 2533.7 24495
Mean Scale Score

**Note: the double asterisk denotes the student groups where the group performances were statistically
different.
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On the math SGPsthe special education students at charter schools posted a median math SGP
that was similar to that for similar TPS students(Table 20) The charter school English learners
and low-income students groups posted median math SGPs different and higher than the
median math SGPs for the TPS studentsThe effect size associated withcharter school
attendance is small to very small.

Table 20: math SGPdifferences aggregated over three years (spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring 2019
for 4" to 8™ grade students by program participation and based on charter school enrollment.

Math : - o . :
Growth Percentiles English Learners Low-Income Special Education
TPSGroup
Median SGP 45.0 450 44.0
Charter School Group
Median SGP 65.0 59.0 51.0

**Note: the double asteriskdenotes the assessment yearswvhere the group performances were statistically
different.

Sectionll 6Meet i ng the purposes of WashActhgt ond s

28A.710.250directs the SBE to include in this annual report its assessment of the successes,
challenges,and areas for improvement in meeting the purposes of the Washington Charter
Public Schools Act (RCW 28A.710), including théBoard's assessment of the sufficiency of
funding for charter schools, and the efficacy of the formula for authorizer funding.

The Board approves of school districts as charter school authorizerspursuant to RCW
28A.710.090 The Spokane PSis the only local educational authority (LEA)or school district to
file an application and then to be approved as a charter public school authorizer. All charter
school authorizer applications must include:
9 Vision for chartering,
9 Plan to support that vision including budget information and commitment to quality
authorizing,
Draft application for charter schools to apply with the authorizer ,
Draft performance framework that would guide the establishment of a charter contract ,
Draft of the proposed renewals, revocation, and nonrenewal process
Statement of assurance that the authorizer is committed to meeting expectations of a
charter authorizer and will engage in training with the state if provided or required , and
1 Statement assuring public accountability and transparency for all authorizing practices,
decisions, and expenditures.

=A =4 =8 =4

The Washington State Charter School Commission CSG and SpokanePSare the only charter
school authorizers in the state. Together, the Washington Charter School Commission and
Spokane PSoversawten charter public schools operating in Washington during the 2019-20
school year, a decrease of two schools compared to the 2018-19 school year. One of the ten
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charter schools closed in October 2019, meaning that nine charter schools were in operation for
the entire 2019-20 school year.Per the Washington State Report Card, 3,164 students attended
one of the 10 Washington public charter schools in the 2019-20 school year (Table2). The total
charter school enroliment represents a decrease of approximately 20 students from the 2018-
19 school year and the total charter school enrollment represents approximately 0.28 percent of
all public school K-12 students.

RCW 28A.710 directs theCSCto authorize high quality charter public s chools throughout the
state, egecially schools that are designed to expand opportunities for aat-risk (systemically
marginalized) studentsa As defined in statute, an at-risk student is one who has an academic or
economic disadvantage that requires assistance or special services to succeed in educational
programs. The term includes, but is not limited to the following :

1 Students not meeting minimum standards of academic proficiency,

1 Students who are at risk of dropping out of high school,

9 Students in chronically low-performing schools, students with higher than average
disciplinary sanctions,
Students with lower participation rates in advanced or gifted programs,
Students who are limited in English proficiency,
Students who are members of economically disadvantaged families, and
Students identified as having special educational needs.

= =4 =4 =4

The demographics of students enrolled in charter schools during the 2019-20 school year (Table
3) indicate that, for the most part, the Washington charter public schools serve systemically
marginalized students at a rate higher than the home school district .

Key Developments for Charter School Authorizers
Charter School Commissioni Authorizer Developments

Eight CSC authorized charter public schools were in operation during the 201920 school year,
which represents a decrease of two schools from the 201819 school year. One charter school
voluntarily closed in October 2019, meaning that seven CSC authorized schools operated for the
full 2019-20 school year.

The CSC issued the newCharter School Applicaton in September 2019. The CSCreceived nine
Notices of Intent to apply from organizations throughout the state on December 2, 2019 In
March 2019, the CSCreceived seven applications to open new charter public schools. Of the
seven applications,three were incomplete, and not reviewed. At a regularly scheduled June 25,
2020 CSCmeeting, the CSCapproved four new charter school applications.

The previously approved charter schools completed the planning and development necessary to
initiate operationsin the 2020-21 school year. Two schools opened for the 2020-21 school year
(Catalyst Public School and Salish Sea Elementary School) and two schools delayed opening to
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the 2021-22 school year.Provided all charter schools currently operating remain open and other
approved charter schools open as planned, 16 charter schools will be in operation for the 2021-
22 school year through CSC authorization.

Spokane Riblic Schoolsi Authorizer Developments

Two Spokane PS authorized charter schools completed their fourth year of operation in the
2019-20 school year. Thetwo schools were subject to oversight from the district and the OSPI.
Spokane PS approved the application of a new charter high school.

Pride Prep continues to grow and add a new grade level each yearand will reach full capacity in
the 2020-21 school year. Pride Prep continued to have challenges meeting financial

performance indicators. Corrective action plans and increased monitoring continued throughout
2019-20. Pride Prep has taken specific steps tavard addressing areas of concern and are
currently working closely with the Spokane PS to improve areas of academic and financial
concernn.Because of the school &8s academic performance
on the WSIF, Pride Prep did na meet the Washington State academic performance

requirements in 2018-2019. Pride Prep was notified in their Renewal Report (issued May 1, 2020)
of their ineligibility for renewal status under RCW 28A.710.200 @), unless they were able to
demonstrate exceptional circumstances that the Authorizer finds justifiable. Pride Prep did

submit a response to demonstrate exceptional circumstances on June 15, 2020, as well as a
renewal application on July 1, 2020.

Spokane International Academy reached full capacity seving grades K-8 as of the 2018-19
school year. During the 2019-20 school year, Spokane International made significant
improvement in meeting financial performance indicators. Spokane International secured a new
school building for the 2020 -21 school yearoutside the Spokane PSboundaries, which
necessitated the transfer of the charter school contract to the CSC to serve as the authorizer.

Spokane PSapproved the application of Lumen High Schoolin June 2019 Lumen High School
staff and founders completed the planning and development necessary to commence
operations for the 2020-21 school year.Lumen High School is in downtown Spokane and serves
pregnant and parenting teens in Spokane and the surrounding commu nity. Lumen High School
expectsto enroll up to 60 students in grades 9 through 12 for the 2020-21 school year and
intends to serve 120 students at capacity.

Other Highlights and Challenges

1 In September 2019,the Washington State Charter Schools Associatin (WA Charters)
received a $20M competitive federal grant through the Charter School Program Grants
to State Entities grant program. WA Charters will sub-grant the $20 million to support
new and expanding public charter schools in Washington over a five-year period. The
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Washington State Charter Schools Association is a statewide nonprofit that advocates for
and supports high-quality charter public schools that meet the needs of systemically
underserved students.

9 Charter public schools continue to serve a higher share of many of the systemically
marginalized student groups prioritized in law , particularly students with Individualized
Educational Plans (EP$ and students from low -income households.

1 Charter public school authorizers continue to implement comprehensive academic,
financial, and organizational frameworks and protocols for high levels of charter public
school accountability. This system allows for swiftinterventions and corrective action in
instances of charter school non-compliance with their performance -based charter
contract.

Areas for Improvement:
See Section lll for potential law and policy changes.

Funding Sufficiency for Charter Schools

In recent years, te legislature acted to increase state funding for education and eliminate
school district reliance on local levy funds for basic education. The legislature intends that state
funding for charter schools be distributed equitably with state funding provided for other public
schools (RCW28A.710.28Q1)), but RCW28A.710.03(3) does not entitle public charter schools
to receive local levy funds. Charter schools receive state funding as specified through the
prototypical school funding model on the same basis as traditional school districts. While the
equitable funding of charter schoolsis the intent of the legislature, the charter public schools
are not entitled to any local levy funds, nor do the schools have access to facilities or capital
bonds, as do traditional public schools.

Public charter schools face three unique funding challenges with regard to funding.

9 Startup funding : because funding is provided to charter public schools based on
enrollment, there are substantial front-end costs that must be addressed through other
sources (e.g.,private philanthropy , local fundraising, federal grants, or some combination
of these sources). This makes it challenging for schools to start-up, particularly as
schools move from the planning phase to implementation , finding and outfitting a
space, and hiring staff.

9 Capital funding : public charter schools do not have access tolocal bonds or state
capital funds typically used to finance the purchase of land and school construction. As
a result, charter public schools generally acquire leased space paid for through their
operating budget. Per the WA Chartersand the CDC and because of themanner in
which charter school funds are allotted, charter schools spend a substantial portion of
their basic education allocation on facilities, which results in a reduction of the monies
available to support teaching and learning.
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1

Operating budget : Charter public schools receive anallotment through the OSPI based
on student enrollment and the prototypical school funding model. For the purposes of
the funding allotment, each charter public school is a local education agency.The state
funding allotment, and any private funds received by the school must cover both capital
and all operating costs. A portion of the per pupil funding allo tment (3 percent for the
CSC and4 percent for Spokane P§ is also provided to the authorizer for specifi ed
oversight purposes outlined in RCW28A.710.10Q0 The amounttransferred to the
authorizer is three or four percent of the state allotment based on a formula adopted by
SBE.

Another concern: identified by Spokane PSsubsequent to their 2019 annual report
relates to disbursement policies rather than sufficiency. A challenge stems from the fact
that apportionment is paid out unevenly across the 12 months.School districts receive a
lower amount from the state in November and May because theyreceive tax levy dollars
in those months, but charter public schools do not receive levy funds This creates a
significant cash flow challenge for charter school LEAs Thesedisparate payment
percentages can result in a charter schoolLEAappearing to fail to meet financial
performance indicators in those two months, where they would otherwise meet the
indicators if the apportionme nt payment percentages were the same across all months.

Summary of Findingson Revenues and Expenditures

T

1

In the 2018-19 school year, per student revenue for nearly all of the charter schools is
approximately $2,000 to $6,000 lower that the home district when the Outside revenues
(gifts, grants, donations, and support from foundations ) are excluded.
The charter school LEAs per student expenditure was nearly identical to the home school
district expenditure (approximately $15,300 vs.$15,450). However, the manner in which
expenditures are attributed is considerably different.
0 The charter school LEA Administrationcosts are nearly double that of the home
school districts ($3,603 vs. $1,872%er student).
0 The charter school LEA per student costs attributed to Maintenance and
Operations are nearly double that of the home school districts ($2,175 vs. $1,124).
0 The charter school LEA per student costs attributed to Teaching aresubstantially
lower than the Teaching costs for the home school district ($7,882 vs. $11,182).
Charter school LEAs spent approximately eight to 17 percent of total revenues on the
combination of charter authorize r fee (three or four percent) and an additional (five to 12
percent for schools with charter management organization fee agreements.
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SBE Reviewof Revenues

The SBEexamined the 2018-19 revenues and expendituresreported on the OSPI Student
Apportionment and Fiscal Services SAFSJ website for the charter LEAs and the home school
districts (Table 21). The most up to date version of the allocation of state funding to support the
instructional program of basic education is described in RCW 28A.150.260The basic education
allocation or allotment is a dollar amount derived from the prototypical school model based on
school district full time enrollment by grade level, and distributed to school districts each month
throughout the year.

The conclusions drawn from this preliminary evaluation of the efficacy of funding of charter
schools are limited, and the reader should bear in mind that the level of comparison available is
not equivalent. Each charter school is a local Educational Agency (LEA), whichin many respects
is roughly equivalent to a school district for OSPI SAFS reporting. This meanshat for fiscal
reporting, per pupil revenue (or expenditure) for a charter school is compared to per pupil
revenue (or expenditure) for a school district. Such a comparison has thepotential to be
misleading in at least a couple of ways:

9 Acharter school serving high school grades (for example) is compared to a school
district serving all grade levels. High school grades get a greater allocation than other
grade levels, so it might appear that a charter high school is receiving alarger allocation
than the home school district when, in fact, the per student allocation for the high school
students is roughly equivalent.

9 Individual charter school enroliment ranges from approximately 100 to 500 students,
whereas the home districts for the majority of charter schools (Seattle PS, Spokane PS,
and Tacoma SD) serve 30,000 to 55,000 sdents. When considering per student
expenditures, regular school districts benefit from economy of scale as compared to the
standalone charter school LEAs.

Please be aware that he following discussionus es t he concept of Ooper
interchangeably. In addition, per student or per pupil revenues and expenditures are computed
using the total dollar amount for a category divided by the number of full -time enrollment (FTE)
reported by the OSPI on the SAFS webpage.

For this analysis, revenue are derived from State sources, Local sourcespr Outside sources.
State revenues are subdivided into General Purpose Apportionment or Special Purpose revenue
(Table 21) The State General Purpose Apportionment revenue represents the sum the basic
apportionment, and add -ins for special education and for local effort assistance. The State
Special Purpose revenue represents the sum of monies for special education services, learning
assistance, bilingual education, highly capable services, food servicg, transportation operations,
and other line items. In 2018-19, some school districtsreceived additional state funding (e.g.
infant special education funds, institutional, child -care funding, pilot program funding, funding
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from other state agencies, and other assigned state monies) that the charter schools did not

receive.

1 Across the state, gpproximately 80 percent of the total per student revenue for a school
district comes from the State General Purpose and the State Special Purpose
Apportionment , while 71 percent of the total per student revenue for the charter school
LEAscomes from the State General and Special Purpose Apportionments

1 The state apportionment is similar for the charter school LEAs and the home school
districts, ranging from approximatel y $10K to $17K per student.Regarding the total
State revenue (per student average), the apportionment of four charter school LEAS are
similar to the home school district, five charter school LEAs are lower than the home
school district, and three charter school LEAs are higher than the home school district

Table 21: summary of revenues (expressed as per pupil dollars) for the 201819 school year for the charter
school LEAs and the home school districts.

Total State | Total Local* | Outside** Total Revenue | Total Revenue

District (LEA) Name Revenue Revenue Revenue Inclgdes Excl_udes

$/Pupil $/Pupil $/Pupil OUtSIde. - OUtSIde. -

$/Pupil $/Pupil

Rainier Prep 11,254 97 1,554 12,905 11,351
Highline SD 12,427 2,943 54 15,425 15,370
Excel 17,436 161 1572 19,169 17,596
Kent SD 11,675 2,200 15 13,890 13,875
Summit Sierra 10,390 88 3,515 13,993 10,478
Summit Atlas 12,590 65 3,948 16,604 12,655
Rainier Valley 13,786 90 4,646 18,523 13,876
Seattle PS 11,949 4,484 202 16,635 16,432
PRIDEPrep 10,893 275 1,076 12,245 11,169
Spokane International 10,221 224 1,347 11,792 10,445
Spokane PS 11,514 1,927 23 13,465 13,441
Destiny 12,224 1,246 8,086 21,555 13,469
Summit Olympus 12414 65 7,198 19,676 12,478
Soar 12,613 133 2,497 15,242 12,745
Tacoma SD 12,064 2,664 50 14,777 14,727
Impact PS 13,247 149 971 14,367 13,396
Tukwila SD 12,312 3,209 6 15,527 15,521
Willow 10,108 2,838 2,860 15,806 12,946
Walla Walla SD 11,048 1,588 52 12,688 12,636

*Note: total Localrevenue amount excludes Qutside revenues Source Category2500 - Gifts, Grants and
Donations). **Note: Outside revenue includes Gifts, Grants and Donations $ource Category2500 & Local
Non-Tax Source) and support from Foundations Source Category8200 8 Other Financial Revenues).
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Local and Other revenues are divided into Local Property Tax, Local NorTax, and Other revenue
categories by the OSPI. The Local Property Tax is just that, with small contributions from sale of
property and timber excise tax. The Local NonTax is a broad category, in whid the revenue is
the sum of miscellaneous tuition/fees, childcare tuition/fees, sales of good/services, school food
sales, and the grouping of gifts, grants, and donations. The Other revenue is a catchall that
includes monies from other governmental agencies, equipment sales, money transfers, and
monies from private foundations. For this analysis, the grouping of gifts, grants, and donations
and monies from private foundations is broken out as a separate revenue source Qutside
Revenueg and described in the next section.

9 Across the state, approximately 13 percent of the total per student revenue for a school
district comes from the Local Tax, Local NonTax, and Other categories Less than one
percent of the total per student revenue for a charter school LEAcomes from the Local
Tax, Local NorTax, and Other categories(after excluding Destiny and Willow as outliers).

1 The average student support from the Local and Other revenue source is approximately
$2,700 for the home school districts and is approximately $135 for the charter school
LEAs (after excluding Destiny and Willow as outliers).

Outside revenues includes monies from gifts, grants, and donations source category = 2500)
and private foundations (source category = 8200). This Outside revenue source $ examined
separately, as advised by the CSCQwhile the Outside revenues can be substantial for some
charter schools, the revenue source is most often awarded fora limited period and designated
for a specific purpose (e.g. startup costs or building improvements).

1 Across the state, approximately $43 (0.25 percent of the total) per student revenue for a
school district comes from Outside sources.

1 For the charter school LEAs, approximaely $2860 (16 percent on the total) per student
revenue comes from Outside sources

This preliminary analysisdoes not include Federal revenues, which increass revenues by an
average of approximately $1,000 per pupil to the total revenue for both school districts and
charter school LEAsThisamount represents approximately 6.0 percent of the total revenue for
home school districts and 8.6 percent of the total for charter school LEAs

Total Revenue (Excluding Outside Revenue)

This category includes State and Localrevenue, while excluding Outside (gifts, grants, and
donations (source category = 2500) and Private undations (source category = 8200)) revenues
(Table 22) The charter school LEAseceived an average revenue of approximately $12,700 per
student, while the home school districts yield an average of approximately $14,600. Per student,
revenue for most of the charter schools isapproximately $2,000 to $6,000 lower thanthe home
district after excluding the Outside revenues.
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Table 22: summary of the 2018-19 per pupil revenues for school district and charter school LEAs Dollar
amounts shown are the average for home school districts and charter school LEAs.

. Total State Total Local* Outside** TEERSVERTE | VO e
District (LEA) Includes Excludes
Revenue Revenue Revenue . .
Name $/Pupil $/Pupil $/Pupil Outside ** Outside =
. . e $/Pupil $/Pupil
Charter School 12,265 135 3273 15,990 12,717
LEAs
H School
ome Sehoo 11,855 2716 58 14,629 14572
Districts

Note: the Total Local Revenue for charter schoolLEAsdoes not include the data for Destiny and Excel,
which were identified as outliers.

SBE Review ofExpenditures

Charter school LEA and schooldistrict expenditures are broken out into the categories of
expenses attributed to Administration, Teaching, Maintenance and Operations, School Food
Service, Student Transportation, and Other expensegTable 23).

Admini stration expenditures include costs attribu
office, business office, human resources, public relations, supervision of instruction, school
principalds office, and supervision of food
operations. The home school districts expend approximately $1,875 (12 percentof the total) per
student on administration, while the charter school LEAs expend approximately $3,600 per
student (24 percent of the per student total) on administration. The Green Dot schools and
Summit schools yielded some of the highest administration expenses (approximately $4,000 to

$6,200 per student), which were two to three times greater than the home school districts.

ser vi

The Teaching expenditures include a wide range of activities attributed to instruction, which
include but are not limited to learni ng resources, guidance and counseling, student health
services, classroom instruction, extracurricular activities, professional learning, and curriculum.
The charter school LEAs reported teaching expenditures far less than the home school districts
(approximately $7,900 vs. $11,200) per student. All of the charter school LEAs (except for Excel,
which spent $1,400 more) spent approximately $2,000 to $4,500 per student less than the home
school district.

The Maintenance and Operations expenditure category indudes activities such as grounds
maintenance, operations of buildings, building maintenance, cost of utilities, and costs
attributed to building and property security. On average, the charter school LEAs spend nearly
two times the amount (approximately $2,175 vs. $1,124) per student as the home school
districts. The home school districts spend approximately 7.3 percent of total expenditures on
Maintenance and Operations, while the charter school LEAs rate was 14.2 percent of the total
per student expenditur es.
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Table 23: summary of expenditures (expressed as per pupil dollars) for the 2018 19 school year for the
charter school LEAs and the home school districts.

Maint enance School Student
District (LEA) Admin. . Teachipg PTG Foqd TR Other_ Total.
Name $/Pupil $/Pupil . Service . $/Pupil | $/Pupil
$/Pupil : $/P upil
$/P upil
Rainier Prep 2,680 7,270 496 391 689 261 | 11,786
Highline SD 1,945 11,699 1,092 437 345 384 | 15,902
Excel 3,812 11,234 2,682 600 1277 567 | 20,171
Kent SD 1,614 9,783 779 354 409 401 | 13,341
Summit Sierra 3,938 7,694 2,145 135 596 351 | 14,860
Summit Atlas 4,449 8,078 3,184 364 668 490 | 17,232
Rainier Valley 5,975 9,358 2,645 714 1,262 342 | 20,296
Seattle PS 2,073 12,076 1,264 250 692 398 | 16,753
PRIDE Prep 1,719 6,624 1,629 448 822 626 | 11,868
Spokane Ind. 1,654 7523 1,181 324 578 159 | 11417
Spokane PS 1,485 10,814 1,089 486 395 511 | 14,780
Destiny 6,261 9,745 4,790 724 1,555 268 | 23,343
Summit Olympus 5,717 8,663 3,564 342 167 1,156 | 19,609
Soar 4,369 7,765 1,469 969 1,009 225 | 15,808
Tacoma SD 2,096 11,177 1,243 417 460 332 | 15,725
Impact PS 3,233 6,724 2,839 1,019 616 482 | 14913
Tukwila SD 2,300 11,407 1,121 619 325 407 | 16,178
Willow 6,405 6,300 3,629 1,074 63 310 | 17,782
Walla Walla SD 1,588 9,496 1,129 444 230 547 | 13,543

Note: school district and LEA expenditures exceed the revenues shown on Table 21 because the revenue
amounts do not include federal funds and cash on hand at the start of the school year.

The School Food Service expenditure category includes the cost ofschool food and food service
operations. The home school districts spent approximately $370 (2.4 percent of the total) per
student on School Food Service, which is similar to the state average of $360 (2.5 percent of the
total) per student. The charter school LEAs spent a little more on school food service $490 (3.2
percent of the total) per student. Three charter school LEAs reported~ood Service expenditures
of approximately $1,000 (6.0 to 6.8 percent of the total) per student.

The Student Transportation expenditure category includes costs attributed to transportation
operations, maintenance, and insurance.The charter school LEAs spent an average of
approximately $760 (5.0 percent of the total) per student on transportation, while the home
school districts spent approximately $490 (3.2 percent of the total) per student on
transportation. Four charter school LEAsach spent $1,000 to $1,500 (6.2 to 6.7 percent of the
total) per student on transportation.

The catchall category of Other expenditures includes but is not limited to costs attributed to
certain insurance, information systems, printing, warehousing/distribution, motor pool, interest,
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principal, debt service, and public activities. Most of the charter school LEAS spend
approximately $200 to $600 (1.2 to 2.8 percent of the total) per student expenditures and the
home school districts spend approximately the same amount per student. One charter school
LEAattributed approximately $1 ,150 (5.9 percent of the total) per student to these Other
expenditures.

Total Expenditures

In the 2018-19 school year, the charter school LEAs expended approximately $15,300 per
student (Table 24) which compares favorably to the home school districts expenditure of
approximately $15,450. Charter school LEA per student costs attributed to Administration are
nearly double that of the home school districts ($3,603 vs. $1,872).The charter school LEA per
student costs attributed to Teaching are far less than the costs for the home school district
($7,882 vs. $11,182)The charter school LEA per student costs attributed to Maintenance and
Operations are much higher than the home school districts ($2,175 vs. $1,124)The expenditures
related to Food Service, Student Transportation, and Otherexpenses for charter school LEAs and
home school districts are individually similar, but in combination ($1,676 vs. $1,276)the charter
school LEAsare somewhat higher.

Table 24: summary of the 2018-19 per pupil expenditures for home school district and charter school
LEAs. Dollar amounts shown are the average for home school districts and charter school LEAs.

Maint enance el Student
District (LEA) Admin | Teaching Operations Food Transport Other Total
Name $/Pupil | $/Pupil peratic Service PO ¢/ pupil | $/Pupil
$/Pupil ; $/P upil
$/P upil
Charter School 3,603 7.882 2175 493 762 421 | 15300
LEAS
Home School 1872 | 11182 1124 372 492 212 | 15450
Districts

Charter school LEAs must budget for an expenditure not applicable to the traditional public

school districts, the authorizer oversight fee. In the 2018-19 school yearand as provided for in

RCW 28A.710.110the CSC collected three percent of the state funds allocated to the charter

schools under the CSC authority, while the Spokane Public School collected four percenbof the

state funds allocated to the two charter schools under the S p o k aauthddity. The authorizer

must use the oversight fee exclusively for fulfil
which include but are not limited to the following :

1 Soliciting, evaluating, and approving charter applications,
1 Monitoring the performance and legal compliance of charter schools,
1 Determining whether each charter contract merits renewal, nonrenewal, or revocation.

Another expense incurred by many charter sclools is a fee paid to the charter management
organization (CMO) for a wide range of servicesand support. For a variety of reasons, charter

38



school founders choose to engage with CMOs for start-up and operational support. CMOs often
provide back office functions for charter schools to take advantage of economies of scale, but
some also provide a wider range of services (e.g. hiring, professional development, data
analysis, public relations and advocacy. CMOsdiffer from the vendors that schools may contract
with for specific services, primarily because CMOs have considerable influence over the
instructional design and operations of their affiliated charter schools.

In the 2018-19 school year,seven of the charter schools authorized by the CSC were
contractually engaged with CMOs. Theseven charter schools paid approximately $3.13 million
to their respective CMOs in the approximate amounts.

1 To Summit Schools CMO, $1900,000
0 Summit Atlas $706,000
0 Summit Olympus $504,000
0 Summit Sierra $690000
1 To Green Dot Schools CMO, $778)00
o Green Dot Destiny $150500
o Green Dot Excel $364500
o Green Dot Rainier Valley $263)00
1 To Impact Schools CMO, $44M00 (Impact | Puget Sound Hementary)

In areport on CMOs by the Center for Reinventing Public Education (CRPE), charter schoolare
challenged as theyreceive fewer dollars per pupil than the home school districts, and yet, they
must pay for their school buildings, purchase business services and support staff, and recruit
teaching staff and students. The CMO model generates the benefits of the economies of scale,
collaborative opportunities, and support structures in an autonomous and entrepreneurial
environment. If the charter schools were supported in a manner more like TPSs, the $3L3 million
dollars transferred to CMOs in 2018-19 might have remained in Washington school districts in
exchange for providing the needed supports and services.

Efficacy of the Funding for Charter School Authorizers

In accordance with RCW28A.710.110,the SBE has, through rulemaking, established a statewide

formula for an authorizer oversight fee, with a sliding scale based on number of schools
authorized, not to exceed four fuedng @AC18®1B- each ch
060). The fee structure stipulatesthat an authorizer of 10 or more schools would be set at three

percent of the state operating funding allocation for each authorized school. The rate is set at

four percent of the state operating funding allocation for an authorizer of fewer than ten

schools.

State law RCW28A.710.110(4)) stipulates that an authorizer must use its oversight fee
exclusivelyfor fulfilling its charter school authorizing duties (under RCW 28A.710.100. The
Spokane PSsuggests a statutory change that would allow more flexibility in the allowable uses
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of the authorizer fee to enable the authorizer to assist the charter schools in areas of mutual
benefit to both the authorizer and the school if excess funds are available

Section lll - Recommended Changesto State Law or Policy

In January2021, the Board approved changes to Chapter 180-19 WACto align rule to current
policy or practice, correct referencesto law, improve readability of the rule, align rule to SBE's
recommendations in the annual charter school report, and make other changesidentified by
staff in collaboration with authorizers. As adopted, the final rules streamline the application
process for authorizers, transition to a performance based authorizer fee structure, and adjust
reporting dates to align with recent legislation.

1 Streamline authorizer application : Thefinal rules eliminate the requirement for a
notice of intent from districts seeking to become authorizers. In addition, there are
minor revisions to the authorizer application requirements including elimination of job
descriptions and resumes for staff working on authorization (a requirement for the
district to describe staff resources devoted to charter authorizing and oversight is
maintained).

i Transition to a performance based authorizer fee structure: The current fee structure
relies upon the number of schools authorized regardless of enrollment . However, the
state funding allotment uses student enrollment. The proposed change would transition
to a performance based model that takes in to account the needs identified by the
authorizer, charter school enrollment, financial stability, performance challenges, and
other situations as identified by t he authorizer or the Board.

1 Changes to reporting dates: With the passage of HB 2853 (2020), the deadline for the
Boardds annual report was moved f (Thswhabgec e mber
provides more time for authorizers to review student data a nd provide their reports to
the Board. The final rule now aligns with the state law adopted in the 2020 legislative
session

i Other changes: In addition to those changes described above, the final rules clean up
language and update information (such as a change in the agency email address).

This year, legislation (HB 1195 and companion bill SB 5443) was introduced to extend the
timeframe for establishing charter schools by five more years, to April 3, 2026. At the time of this
report, the Legislature is still in session. However, the bill didnot advance out of committee
before the policy deadline, so the bill is unlikely to move forward.

The SBE anticipates a thorough review of the charter school rules and statutesn advance of the
2022 legislative sessionfor the purpose of updating languag e and clarifying processes
contained in stature and rule.

The SBHinds that charter schools face unique challenges with regard to funding due to lack of
access to public funding for capital and lower appropriation per student due to a lack of access
to equivalent state funding to make up for the fact that local funding is not available. The SBE
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recommends a close examination the sufficiency of charter school funding and approaches used
in other states.

In an effort to provide additional information that would assist the SBE regarding RCW
28A.710.250 ), the Commission provided the following information regarding changes to RCW
28A. 710 that would strengthen the stateds charter

Charter School Commission Recommendations

1 Continue to explore the sufficiency of charter public school funding in combination
with an authorizerds oversight fee. The
school must pay and this increases the inequity of public funding between charter
public schools and traditional public schools.

1 Clarify that a charter public school administrator can directly file complaints regarding
certificated staff for immorality, violation of written contract, unprofessional condu ct,
intemperance, or crime against the law of the state directly to the Office of
Superintendent of Public Instruction. Currently, charter public school administrator
must file the complaint with their local Educational Service District who is then tasked
with making the formal complaint to OSPI. Clarification of RCW 28A.410.090 () (a) and
(b) are required to make this change.

T Consider updating RCW28A.300.750 €) (I) and (ii) to include charter public
authorizers. This would make it clear that charter public schools may seek a waiver
from the State Board of Education regarding graduation requirements while
respecting the role the authorizer plays in a charter publics c hool s8& exi s

The Spokane PS providedadditional information regarding potential changes to RCW 28A.710
that the Spokane PS believes would strengthen the
practices.

Spokane Public Schools Recommendations

1 28A.710.110 4): Increase the flexibility in the allowable use of the authorizer fee to
enable the authorizer to assist the charter schools in areas of mutual benefit to both
the authorizer and the school.

1 The timing of school district apportionment has | ower payments made in the months
that levy dollars are received by traditional districts. Given charter schools do not
receive levy dollars this creates cash flow challenges in those months. We would
recommend evaluation of the payment schedule and make an adjustment to the
payment schedule.
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Appendix A: Detailed Performance Analysis

Part A: Academic Performance of the Charter Schools

On March 13, 2020, the Governor required the physical closure of all Washington school

building s as part of the COVID 19 public health emergency. Through a subsequent action on
April 6, the Governor directed that both public and private schools remain physically closed
through the regular 2019-20 school year. As a result, he OSPI cancelled spring 2020 summative
statewide assessment administration after the USED approvedthe OSPI waiver request on
March 27. The cancelled administrations included the Smarter Balanced ELAred math
assessments and the science assessments.

The SBE is directed in RCW 28A.710.250 to issue the annual report on the performance of the
stateds charter schools during the preceding
academic performance and educational outcomes for the charter schools operating during the
2019-20 school year. However, the closure of schools due to the COVID 19 pandemic and
subsequent cancellation of the statewide assessment administration in the spring 2020
eliminates much of the educational data used for the required analysis. Changes to the required
educational data is as follows:

1 No test score data is available for the 2019-20 school year,

1 No growth model data is available for the 2019-20 school year, and

1 The abiity to generate and the validity of a winter 2021 WSIF is in question.

Because it is impossible toissue the annual report describingt he per f or mance of
charter schools for the 2019-20 school year, this part of the report will include the results of the
most recent assessment administration, thatwhich occurred in the spring 2019.

Limitations

Because students in the charter schools differ from the students in the home school districts,
simply comparing the test results of students enrolled in a charter school to results for students
in the home school district or another traditional public school would be misleading. In
choosing to attend a charter school, the students demonstrate the motivation to seek an
educational opportunity outside the norm, an educational alternative making them different
from peers in traditional public schools. With the knowledge that the students are different, it
becomes impossible to know whether test score differences reflect the student differences or
something about the school.

Another limiting factor is that the assessment results pulled from the Washington State Report
Card and reported on here do not provide any information about the length of time spent in the
home school district or the charter school, just that the test record came from that entity.
Therefore, the attribution of scores to one entity over another may not be entirely appropriate.

In a larger school district, these records have little impact when averaging. However, fa a
charter school with lower student counts, every student record has greater impact on the overall
performance.
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Fast Facts: Green Dot Rainier Valley Leadership Academy

1 Rainier Valley served319 students
in the 6™, 7™, 9" and 10" grades in
the 2019-20 school year.

1 Approximately 76 percent of Rainier
Val |l ey ds
which is more than five times the
rate of the Seattle PS and much
higher than the state rate. Rainier
Val l eyds FRL
double the Seattle PS FRL rate and
approximately 17 percentage points
higher than the state FRL rate.

For the 2018-19 school year, the
following assessment resultsfrom
Figure A3 are noteworthy:

9 For ELA proficiency, the reportable
student groups at Rainier Valley
generally perform lower than the
corresponding groups for the
Seattle PS and the state The Black
student group performs similar to
the Seattle PS anda little lower than
the state.

9 For math proficiency, the
performance of the reportable
student groups at Ranier Valley is
mixed. The All Students group
performs lower than the Seattle PS
and the state, while the Black and

Figure A3: compares the academic performance of Green
Dot Rainier Valley to the Seattle public schools and

studen,t s

rate

Washington.
ELA Proficiency T;::::: Seattle PS | Washington
Rates [SBA) (6.7) (6-7) (6-7)
All Students 35.2 70.0 588
Mative American 50.3 281
Asian - 739 78.6
Black 347 359 396
Hispanic 391 495 41.7
Pacific Islander 25.0 36.1
White - 83.8 66.2
Two or More Races 273 737 61.7
Limited English < 8.0 12.0 95
Low-lncome 353 44 .4 424
Special Education <50 32.2 169
Math Proficiency ?II::-;::: Seattle PS | Washington
Rates (SBA) (6-7) (6-7) (6-7)
All Students 377 62.4 478
Mative American 387 1585
Asian - 71.4 743
Black 36.7 25.3 259
Hispanic 47 8 40.3 30.1
Pacific Islander 290 236
White - 75.4 544
Two or More Races 455 64.5 493
Limited Englizh 15.2 145 91
Low-Incame 347 357 30.5
Special Education 121 26.1 11.7
*Mote: the “—"“shows where the data were suppressed to

protect personally identifying information.

Hispanic student groups perform higher than the Seattle PS and the state. However,
students identifying with Two or More Races performed lower than the Seattle PS and the

state.

1 Rainier Valley does not serve a grade level inwhich the science assessment is administered.
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Fast Facts: Rainier Prep

o ) Figure A4: compares the academic performance of Rainier
9 Rainier Prep served %0 students in

the 5™ through 8" grades in the 2019-

Prep to the Highline school district and Washington.

20 school year. ELA Proficiency H::le-:r Highline SD | Washington
Rates (SBA) (5-8) (5-8)
, - (5-8)
1 Approximately 40 percent of Rainier All Students 0.8 48.5 59.0
Prepds student swhichd Native American 27.3 29.1
is triple the rate of the Highline SD Asian 76.0 63.7 78.4
: Black 55.9 427 40.3
and much higher than the state ratg. Hispanic a1 78 o
Rainier Pre ppﬁmentﬁﬁ L Pacific Islander - 316 353
higher than the Highline SD FRL rate White B6.4 64.8 66.3
and approximately 33 percentage Two or Maore Races 769 57.8 62.1
_ _ Limited English 39.7 10.5 10.2
points higher than the state FRL rate. Low-ncome 66 11 6
) Special Education 128 118 180
For the 2018-19 school year, the following
assessment resultsfrom Figure A4 are Rainier
noteworthyv: Math Proficiency . Highline SD | Washington
y: Rates (SBA) o 3'; (5-8) (5-8)
1 For ELA proficiency all of the All Students 618 33.8 47.4
reportable student groups (except for Native American <100 20.2
_ o Asian | »90.0 54.0 73.7
the students with a disability group) at Black p— 5o 5c o
Rainier Prep perform at least 10 Hispanic 56.6 211 299
percentage points higher than the Pacific Islander | — 17.5 24.0
. o White 811 526 544
corresponding groups for the Highline e -~ e, 57
SD and most groups perform Limited English 418 5.7 87
approximately 10 to 20 percentage Low-Income 58.3 26.2 30.3
. . . Special Education 15.4 7.9 12.4
points higher than the corresponding
measure for the state. Rainier
Science Proficiency e Highline SD | Washington
For math proficiency, the performance Rates (WCAS) " (5-8) (5-8)
1 p Y, p (5-8)
of all of the reportable student groups All students 55.1 37.3 52.4
at Rainier Prep is approximately 25 to Native American 364 ii'i
, _ Asian 78.6 517 .
40 percentage points higher than the Black a3 343 795
corresponding measures for groups Hispanic 53.4 26.0 322
from the Hig hline SD and substantially Pacific Islander - 17.4 22.7
, Ahi 616
higher than the state rates. White 692 >3.6
Two or Maore Races 60.0 a6.7 55.0
1 For science, Rainier Prep student Limited English 328 65 81
t f th di Low-Incame 518 287 348
groups outperform the corresponding Special Education 148 10.0 15.0
groups for the Highline SD by *Note: the "—"shows where the data were suppressed o

approximately 10 to 25 percentage

protect personally identifying information.

points and approximately five to ten percentage points higher than the state. Blackand

Hispanic student groups notably outperform the district and the state.




Fast Facts: PRIDE Prep

1

PRIDE Prep serve®69 students in the
6™ through 11™ grades in the 2019-20
school year.

The student demographics for PRIDE
Prep are remarkably similar tothe
demographics for the Spokane PS
PRIDE Prep serves a higher percent of
White students and has a higher FRL
rate than the state.

For 2018-19, the following assessment
results from Figure A5 are noteworthy:

T

For ELA proficiency, theresults for the
student groups at PRIDE Prepare mixed
as some groups (e.g. Native American
Low-Income, and Special Educatior)
outperform the district and state a little,
while other groups (e.g. Black and
White) perform a little lower than the
Spokane PSand the state.

For math proficiency, the results for the

student groups at PRIDE Prepare mixed.

The Native American student group
outperform s the district and state, while
other groups (e.g. Asian and White)
perform substantially lower than the
district and state. The Hack student
group performs a little better than the
Spokane PS but lower than the state.

For science, the performance of the
student groups at PRIDE Prep is mixed
as some groups (e.g. Students with a
Disability and Low-Income) outperform
the district and state, while the All
Students group performs a little lower
than the Spokane PS and the state The

Figure A5: compares the academic performance of PRIDE
Prep to the Spokane public schools and Washington.

ELA Proficiency P:::LE SDD:;"E Washington
Rates (SBA) (6-10) (6-10) (6-10)

All Students 57.0 S5BB 61.3

Mative American 375 331 335

Asian 70.0 B63.0 75.8

Black 31.7 36.1 423

Hispanic 478 44.6

Pacific Islander 17.8 37.2

White 615 B5.1 E8.4

Two or More Races 50.1 63.7

Limited Englizsh - 9.4 115

Low-Incame 483 453 449

Special Education 246 15.9 17.7

Math Proficiency P:::JE SPD:;HE Washington

Rates [SBA) (6-10) (6-10) (6-10)

All Students 30.2 41.2 45.4

Mative American 208 114 186

Asian 20.0 51.2 72.3

Black 19.5 18.0 23.6

Hispanic 29.2 27.5

Pacific Islander - <10.0 21.2

White 340 473 521

Two or More Races 326 46.3

Limited English <50 87

Low-Incame 24.2 27.3 278

Special Education BE 74 9.6

Science Proficiency PI:::LE SDD::HE Washington
Rates (WCAS) (8) (8) (8)

All Students 45,1 50.1 516

Mative American < 10.0 23.8

Asian - 55.6 71.3

Black 286 241 289

Hispanic 38.8 3le

Pacific Islander 6.3 219

White 56.9 57.8 60.4

Two or More Races 38.0 3.1

Limited English - 6.3 81

Low-Incame 411 365 33.9

Special Education 273 14.3 15.6
#Mote: the “—“shows where the data were suppressed to

protect personally identifying information.

Black student group performs higher than the Spokane PS and similar to the state.
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Fast Facts: Spokane International Academy

1 Spokane International Academy (SIA)
served 436 students in kindergarten
through 8™ grades in the 2019-20
school year.

1 Approximately73per cent of
students identify as White, which is a
little higher than the Spokane PSand
higher than the state rate.S1 A3 s
rate (47 percent) is approximately
11.5 percentage points lower than
the Spokane PSFRL rate andsimilar
to the state FRL rate.

For the 2018-19 school year, the
following assessment resultsfrom Figure
A6 are noteworthy:

9 For ELA proficiency, thereportable
student groups at SIA perform
uniformly higher than the
corresponding groups for the
Spokane PSand higher than the
corresponding measure for the state.

1 For math proficiency, the
performance of reportable student
groups at SIA is mostly higher than
the corresponding measures for
groups from the Spokane PSand are
mostly similar to the corresponding
rates for the state. However, the
performance of the students with a
disability is a little lower than the
Spokane PS and the state.

1 For science, thereportable SIA
student groups mostly outperform
the corresponding groups for both
the Spokane PSand the state.

Figure AB: compares the academic performance of

Spokane International Academy to the Spokane public
schools and Washington.

ELA Proficiency SIA Spokane Washington
Rates (SBA) (K-B) (K-8) (K-B)

All Students 72.5 54.5 58.0

Mative American - 27.4 284

Asian - 53.7 76.9

Black - 321 40.0

Hispanic 615 419 407

Pacific Islander 15.9 346

White 767 B1.0 B5.5

Two or Mare Races 64.3 458 61.1

Lirmited English - g4 12.3

Lew-Incame 60.3 41.6 41.7

Special Education 30.0 188 20.3

Math Proficiency SIA Spokane Washington
Rates (SBA) (K-B) (K-8) (K-B)

All Students 50.6 46.5 50.3

Mative American - 246 23.3

Asian - 548 75.0

Black - 22.4 293

Hispanic 39.5 340 329

Pacific Islander < 10.0 275

White 54.3 528 57.3

Two or Mare Races 47.6 377 518

Lirmited English - < 10.0 141

Lew-Incame 41.4 33.5 33.6

Special Education 12.0 14.4 16.9

Science Proficiency SIA Spokane Washington
Rates [WCAS) (5, B) (5, B) (5, B)

All Students 59.8 50.3 52.4

Mative American - 14.3 245

Asian - 481 712

Black - 246 295

Hispanic 50.0 36.2 32.2

Pacific Islander B3 227

White B0.3 57.2 Bl.6

Two or Mare Races 61.5 41.8 35.0

Lirited English - 6.9 81

Low-Income 489 38.0 348

Special Education 286 17.3 19.0

*Mote: the “—"shows where the data were suppressed to

protect personally identifying information.
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Fast Facts: Summit Atlas

1 Summit Atlas served539 students in
the 6™ through the 11" grades in the
2019-20 school year.

1 Approximately35 perc ent of
students identify as Black which is
more than double the rate of Seattle
PS and much higher than the state
rate.
percentage points higher than
Seattle PS FRL rate and
approximately sevenpercentage
points higher than the state FRL rate.

For the 2018-19 school year, the
following assessment resultsfrom Figure
A8 are noteworthy:

1 For ELA proficiency, the performance
of the reportable student groups at
Atlas is mixed, as some groups (e.g.
Hispanic and English learnerg
perform higher than the
corresponding groups for Seattle PS
and the state while some groups
(e.g. Black)perform similar to or
lower than Seattle PS and or the
state.

1 For math proficiency, the
performance of reportable student
groups at Atlas is mostly mixed as
most groups outperform the state
rates. Some student groups perform
lower than the Seattle PS(e.g. White
and Two or More Races), while some

Figure A8: compares the academic performance of Summit
Atlas to the Seattle public schools and Washington.

At | a gércem)rs120 r

ELA Proficiency {:f;a; SE?:;E; 5 Washington

Rates (SBA) 9-10) 9-10] (6-7 & 9-10)

All Students 58.3 71.9 62.4

Mative American - 52.4 345

Asian - 763 804

Black 414 356 435

Hispanic 60.5 521 458

Pacific Islander - 249 388

White 75.0 847 69.5

Two or More Races 53.3 74.6 64.8

Limited English 2313 138 120

Low-Income 451 473 46.0

Special Education 333 325 18.7

Math Proficiency {:f;a; SE?:;E; 5 Washington

Rates (SBA) 9-10) 9-10] (6-7 & 9-10)

All Students 51.2 58.7 452

Mative American - 35.2 188

Asian - E9.B 720

Black 351 223 236

Hispanic 474 356 272

Pacific lslander - 26.7 211

White 63.6 714 52.0

Two or Mare Races 53.3 60.4 46.4

Limited English 167 153 84

Low-lncome 368 3285 276

Special Education 21.4 20.8 97
*Mote: the “—"shows where the data were suppressed to

protect personally identifying information.

groups (e.g. Black and Hispanic) perform at a higher level

1 Inthe 2018-19 school year, Atlas did not serve a grade level, whichis assessed inscience;

hence, there are no reportable results.
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Fast Facts: Summit Olympus

T  Summit Olympus served 183students
in the 9™ through 12™ grades in the
2019-20 school year.

1 At Olympus, the percentage of
students who identify as Blackand
those receiving special education
services are higher than the Tacoma
SD andhigher than the state rate.

Ol ympusd 7Fpetcent)iat e
approximately 15 percentage points
higher than the Tacoma SD FRL rate
and more than 30 percentage points
higher than the state FRL rate.

For the 2018-19 school year, the following
assessment resultsFrom Figure A9are
noteworthy:

1 For ELA proficiency, the student
groups at Olympus perform 15 to 20
percentage points higher than the
groups for the Tacoma SD andup to
12 percentage points higher than the
state.

9 For math proficiency, the performance
of reportable student groups at
Olympus is 10 to 15 percentage points
higher than the corresponding
measures for groups from the Tacoma
SD andup to 13 percentage points
higher than the corresponding state
rate.

1 For science, Olympus student groups
perform as well as or better than the
corresponding groups for both the
Tacoma SD ard the state. The
Hispanic student group performed
approximately six percentage points
higher than the state.

Figure AS: compares the academic performance of Summit
Olympus to the Tacoma school district and Washington.

ELA Proficiency Olympus | Tacoma 5D | Washington
Rates [SBA) (9-12) (9-12) (9-12)

All 5tudents 73.7 55.5 69.7

Mative American 47.4 48.4

Asian - 68.2 339

Black - 399 514

Hispanic -- 41.0 54.0

Pacific Islander - 17.4 441

White B5.7 67.5 76.2

Two or Maore Races -- 54.5 71.2

Limited English - 13.9 169

Low-Income 85.4 42 6 53.4

Special Education - 10.3 225

Math Proficiency | Olympus | Tacoma SD | Washington
Rates (SBA) [3-12) (3-12) (3-12)

All Students 421 273 40.2

Mative American 211 17.5

Asian - 484 67.5

Black - 111 1591

Hispanic - 15.3 21.5

Pacific Islander - 109 16.2

White 57.1 351 46.3

Two or Maore Races -- 24.0 40.7

Limited English - 7.5 7.0

Low-Income 34.6 167 21.8

Special Education - 21 5.6

Science Proficiency | Olympus | Tacoma SD | Washington
Rates (WCAS) (11) (11) (11)

All Students 364 38.0 345

Mative American -- 15.0 219

Asian -- 45.2 43.1

Black - 18.6 15.3

Hispanic 28.6 28.0 227

Pacific Islander - 10.4 16.3

White - 51.1 399

Two or More Races 455 323 356

Limited English - 7.1 5.1

Low-Income 28.0 27.3 25.0

Special Education 14.3 10.8 10.7

*Mote: the “—“shows where the data were suppressed to

protect personally identifying information.

48




Fast Facts: Summit Sierra

1 Summit Sierra served 315 students in Figure A10: compares the academic performance of

th th . Summit Sierra to the Seattle public schools and
the 9™ through 12™ grades in the

Washington.
2019-20 school year.
) ] ELA Proficiency Sierra seattle PS | Washington
1 Approximately 33 percentof Si er r ¢ Rates (SBA) {9-12) (9-12) {9-12)
students identify as Black which is All Students 60.2 75.7 69.7
more than double the rate of Seattle Native American 36.5 484
: Asi -~ 81.0 83.9
PS and much higher than the date .
_ N Black 38.2 47.1 514
rate. Sierr gdicent)f SRL Hispanic ~ 574 54.0
just a little higher than Seattle PS FRL Pacific Islander 16.7 44.1
rate and approximately ten percentage White 814 88.0 76.2
. Two or More Races 529 76.5 71.2
points lower the state FRL rate. oo TR
Limited English 36.4 17.7 169
For the 2018-19 school year, the following Lowdncome 8.6 23.3 234
. Special Education 55.0 33.0 225
assessment resultsfrom Figure A10 are
noteworthy: Math Proficiency Sierra Seattle PS | Washington
- Rates (SBA) (9-12) {9-12) (9-12)
1 For ELA proficiency the performance
. o All student 43.9 51.3 40.2
for Sierra is mixed. Black, students bk
. L . Mative American 261 17.5
identifying with Two or More Races, Asian - 665 675
and low-income students performed Black 20.6 16.3 19.1
five to 24 percentage points lower than Hispanic - 26.2 215
. Pacific Island 222 16.2
the Seattle PS.However, English el
o _ White 64.7 63.5 46.3
learners and students receiving special Two or More Races 412 515 207
education servicesat Sierra perform Limited English 27.3 11.0 7.0
substantially higher than the Low-Income 200 7.3 218
. Special Education 35.0 10.2 5.6
corresponding groups for Seattle PS
1 For math, the performance Black, Science Proficiency |  Sierra | Seattle PS | Washington
. - Rates (SBA) (9-12) (9-12) {9-12)
English learners, and students receiving
_ _ _ _ All Students 25.9 24.6 34.5
special education servicesat Sierra Native American 33 219
perform up to 30 percentage points Asian - 36.3 43.1
higher than the Seattle PS, but the low Black <80 119 15.3
. Hispanic -- 15.2 227
income student group performs seven
) Pacific Islander 154 16.3
percentage point lower than the White 618 273 399
Seattle PS. Sierra performs similar to or Two or More Races 18.2 25.9 35.6
higher than the state. Limited English - 4.9 5.1
Low-Income < 8.0 189 25.0
1 For science, Sierra studets perform Special Education =100 6.3 10.7
*MWote: the “—"shows where the data were suppressed to

mostly lower than the groups for the
Seattle PS and the state, except for the
White student group, which performed 20 to 35 percentage points higher than both did .

protect personally identifying information.
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Fast Facts: Willow Public School

1

Willow Public School (Innovations
School) served49 students in the 6"
through 8™ grades in the 2019-20
school year.

Approximately49per cent of
students identify as Hispanic, which is
eight percentage points higher than
the Walla Walla SD rateand double
the state rate.6l Wi
percent) is similar to the Walla Walla
SD FRLlrate and 16 percentage points
higher than the state FRL rate.

For the 2018-19 school year, the following
assessment resultsfrom Figure A1l are
noteworthy:

T

For BLA proficiency, the reportable
student groups at Willow perform ed
much lower than the corresponding
groups for th e Walla Walla SD and the
state.

For math proficiency, student groups
at Willow performed significantly

lower than the corresponding groups
for the Walla Walla SD and the state

For science, Willow served avery small
number of 8" graders in 2018-19. As a
result, all of the results for the science
assessment were suppressed to
protect student privacy.

Figure All: compares the academic performance of Willow
public school to the Walla Walla public schools and

Washington,
ELA Proficiency Willow w“;?;';[) Washington
Rates [SBA]) (6-8) (6.8) (6-8)
All Students 17.1 50.5 58.5
Mative American - - 285
Asian - - 784
Black - - 352
Hispanic 10.8 339 414
Pacific Islander - 340
White 258 64.0 65.8
Two or More Races - 40.3 61.2
Limited English < 10.0 <100 96
Low-Income 125 335 420
Special Education < 10.0 <100 15.1
Math Proficiency Willow Wu;:l;D Washington
Rates [SBA]} (6-8) (6.8) (6-8)
All Students 7.9 38.6 47.1
Mative American - - 120
Asian - - 73.8
Black - - 251
Hispanic <80 218 295
Pacific Islander - 220
White 161 513 541
Two or More Races - 325 482
Limited English < 10.0 <100 93
Low-Income <80 216 9.7
Special Education < 10.0 < 10.0 105
*Note: the “—“shows where the data were suppressed to

protect personally identifying infarmation.

Fast Fact: Impact | Puget Sound Elementary

f Impact Puget Sound served 285 students in kindergarten and the 1% and 2™ grades in
the 2019-20 school year. No assessment results are available.
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Part B: Performance of Charter School S tudents and Similar TPS Sudents.

Data Sources and Data Processing

The Washington Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) Office of School
Information provided the SBE with separate deidentified student enrollment, assessment,
absence,exclusionary discipline,and SGPdata files for the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19,
school years to complete the required analyses. The assessment file provided by the OSPI
contained results for the Washington Access to Instruction and Measurement (WA-AIM) and the
statewide Smarter Balanced assessmentsA very small percentage of students at charter schools
participated in the W A-AIM, the assessment for selected students wih severe disabilities. e
WA-AIM differs greatly from the SBA and WA-AIM scores vary consideably based on disability
type, Because of this,the SBE madethe decision to exclude the WA-AIM results from the
analyses presented here.The findings in Part Bcome solely from the SBA ELA and math and the
WCAS science assessments for the charter school an@PSstudent groups. Group mean
differences were evaluatedusing the Independent Samplest-Testand the Mann-Whitney U
Test. The group differences are reported as follows.

9 A statistically similar performance between groups is at-test of the group means
resulting in a value of p > 0.050. In this case, theresearcher cannot reject the null
hypothesis of no difference between the means. The researcher must conclude that
the means do not differ and the performance is statistically similar.

1 A statistically different performance between groups is a t-test of the group means
resulted inavalueofp® 0. 050 . | n rededrdher rejects shenull hyphbtleesis of
no difference between the means. The researcher concludes that the means differ
and the performance is statistically different.

While it is important to report on the statistical significance of group means in work of this

nature, it is at least equally important to quantify the magnitude of the effect associated with

the treatment or experimental variable (Table A12) When reportingont-t est resubdts, Coh
is a standardized measure of effect size which provides additional context regarding the

magnitude of the difference between group means. For the Independent Samples t-test,

Cohen'sd is the mean difference between the two groups, divided the result by the pooled

standard deviaton.Resul t s are characterized as opractical/l
medium or large.

This work also relies on the Washington student growth percentiles (SGPs) as the method to

determine the relative amount of learning a student makes during a school year. The SGP
describes a studentds growth compared to other st
growth model data provides important information about the performance of academically

similar students. Because SGP calculations require at least two years of assessment results, ELA

and math SGPsare availablefor students in the 4™ through 8" grades only. The OSPI created
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materials describing the Washington growth model for the public and school staff, which are
available on the OSPI website.

Table A12 describesthe effect size (C 0 h e d) prevides additional context as to the practical significance
or meaningfulness of an experimental treatment.

COWCHE, Cohedos Description of Effect Size from the Experiment al Variable
From To
O 0 .| Effect from the treatment is trivial, negligible, or very small
0.20 < 0.50 | Effect from the treatment is small.
0.50 < 0.80 | Effect from the treatment is medium.
O o Effect from the treatment is large.

A student growth percentile (SGP) is a derived percentile value or rank, and when aggregated,
SGPs argeported as a median value, which usually differs from the mean (average) valueGroup
differences in SGPmedians and measures not meeting the parametric assumptions were
evaluated through the Mann -Whitney U Test of medians. Eta squared is the measure of dfect
size providing additional context regarding the magnitude of the difference between group
medians (Table A13) For the Mann-Whitney U-test, the eta squared effect size isZ%/(N-1).

Table A13 describesthe effect size (eta squared) and provides additional context as to the practical
significance or meaningfulness of an experimental treatment.

Etang)l:sred Eta s_?(l;ared Description of Effect Size from the Experiment al Variable
O 0 .| Effect from the treatment is trivial, negligible, or very small
0.01 < 0.06 | Effect from the treatment is small.
0.06 < 0.14 | Effect from the treatment is medium.
O o Effect from the treatment is large.

This work primarily relies on the statewide assessments in ELA and math developed by the
Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortiun{SBAC)Based on the items answered correctly, a

scale score of approximately 2300 to 2800 is assigned to each student. Ascale scoreof
approximately 2425 to 2675 (depending on grade level and content area) is required to meet
standard or be deemed as proficient. On the science assessmentsscale scores range from
approximately 340 to 1190 and a scale score of 700 is required to meet standard or be deemed
as proficient. Because the range of scad scores differs by grade level, it isvaluable to evaluate
for scale score differences by grade levelin addition to the whole group .

In addition to the average scale score by group, the scale score mean difference providesa
meaningful measure of charter school, student performance in comparison to the TPS student
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http://www.k12.wa.us/assessment/StudentGrowth.aspx
https://www.k12.wa.us/student-success/testing/state-testing-overview/washington-state-smarter-balanced-assessment-consortium
http://www.k12.wa.us/assessment/StateTesting/ScaleScores.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/Science/Assessments.aspx

performance. The mean difference is the value for the TPS group minus the value for the charter
school group. A negative mean difference indicates that the mean scde score for the treatment
group (charter school students) was higher than the mean scale score for thecomparison group
(TPS students). A positive mean difference indicates that the mean scale score for théreatment
group (charter school students) was lower than the mean scale score for thecomparison group
(TPS students).

The Independent Samples t-Tests and MannWhitney U-Testsdetermined whether the

treatment group (charter school students) performed differently than the comparison group

(TPS students)on the statewide ELA, math, and science assessments. For the analyses in Part B,
the comparison and treatment groups are aggregated from all of the charter schools. In other
words, all of the charter school students are combined into one large group to assess for overall
group differences.

Design and Statistical Methods

The overarching ideaof the design is to create two groups differing only by charter school
enrollment status and then to analyze the performance of the groups on the assessments. Any
difference in performance may then be associatedto attending a traditional public school versus
a charter school. However, differences in performance can also be attributed to other factors not
considered here, some of which include the following:

9 Differences in educator quality or effectiveness,

9 Differences in educational materials, technology, and other faciities of the school,

9 Differences in student engagement and or parent/guardian engagement,

9 Differences in access to and attendance of before and after-school support programs
and other enrichment activities, and

9 Differences in the curriculum delivered and the learning opportunities provided to
students.

In the design, a comparison group was created following a student-by-student matching
processto be as identical as possible to the treatment group of charter school students. In such
a design, each charte school student is matched to or paired with a demographically similar TPS
st udelSt w( éndthe group means are then compared using the Independent Samples t-
Test.

1 Thetreatment group is comprised of students enrolled in charter schools with valid
scores for either or both of the Smarter Balanced (SBA) English language arts (ELA) and
mathematics assessments. Most, but not all of thetreatment group members, also have
valid results for the Washington Comprehensive Assessment of Science (WCASh the
grade levels, whichare tested.
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1 A comparison group comprised of demographically and academically similar students
enrolled in traditional public schools (TPS)was created through a one-by-one matching

process.

Exact matching criteria included grade level, gender, federal race and ethnicity coding, Free and
Reduced Price Lunch program (FRL) status, Engliskearner (EL) status, and special education
(SWD) status(Figure A14) The matching criteria included prior year SBA scale scores in ELA and
math. In order to be matched or paired, the ELA or math scores could not differ by more than 25
scale score points, which isrelatively small as typical SB\ scores range from approximately 2200
to 2600. Other matching criteria considered in the protocol included Section 504 status, the
aggregated number of absences during the school year, the number of exclusionary discipline
events, the number of days out of school related to exclusionary disciplinary events,and the

| anguage

spoken

at

home.

n the

mat c hi

ng

and used as matching criteria. As examples, a student at a Spokane charter school was matched
to a similar student in a Spokane TPS and a student at a Tacoma charter school was matched to
a similar student in a TacomaTPSand each would have scored approximately the same on the
ELA and math assessments in the prior yearln some instances, thematched TPSstudent
attended school in a different, but nearby school district.

Figure Al4: showsthe matching criteria used in creating the control group of TPS students.

Matching 3" Grade 4 to 8™ Grade 10" Grade 11™ Grade
Criteria Students Students Students * Students *
Grade Yes, exact Yes, exact Yes, exact Yes, exact
Gender Yes, exact Yes, exact Yes, exact Yes, exact
Race/Ethnicity Yes, exact Yes, exact Yes, exact Yes, exact
Low Income (FRL
( ) Yes, exact Yes, exact Yes, exact Yes, exact
Status
English Learner
9 Yes, exact Yes, exact Yes, exact Yes, exact
(EL)Status
Special Education
Yes, exact Yes, exact Yes, exact Yes, exact
(SWD) Status
Previous . .
Yes, prior year Yes, two yrs prior
Assessment No (+/- 25 points) (+/- 25 points) No
Results P P

Number of Days

Yes, approximately

Yes, approximately

Yes, approximately

Yes, approximately

Out of School* the same the same the same the same
Home Language Yes, exact or Yes, exact or Yes, exact or Yes, exact or
similar similar similar similar
Home School Yes, exact or Yes, exact or Yes, exact or Yes, exact or
District nearby nearby nearby nearby

*Note: The 10" grade matching based on two-year prior assessment history was limited to the 2018-19
school year only due to data accessibility. The 11" grade matching criteria are for the science assessment
results only. The number of days out of school is the sum of days absent and days related to exclusionary

discipline events.
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Unfortunately, not all charter school students could be matched or paired based on exactly the
same criteria (TableA13) but most are matched or paired on similar criteria. For purposes here,
four distinct groups result when the matching criteria are applied to the charter school enrollees.
f Because the 3 grade is the first year of statewide testing, students do not have previous
assessmentresults from which to establish academic peers.
 Because 9' graders are not assessed, academic peers for the 19 graders were
established on the basis of 8" grade testing two years prior, but only for the 2018-19
10™ graders due to data availability.
f Sciencetesting occurs every three years (3", 8", and 11" grades) which is not conducive

to establishing academic peers based onprior scienceassessmentresults.

Table A15 and Table A16 show that the demographic characteristics of the comparison group
(TPS student$ are identical to the demographic characteristics of the treatment group (charter

school students). Table A16 shows that the attendance patterns for each group is essentially the
same and that the comparison and treatment groups are academically similar as indicated by

the average prior ELA and math scores.

Table A15: Ra® and ethnicity composition of the comparison and treatment student groups for the 3™
through 10™ grade students addressed in this analysis

Native Asian | Black | Hispanic | White Pacific Two or
Student Group Amer. (%) (%) %) %) Islander More
(%) (%0) (%)
Comparison Group
11 4.7 23. 17. 44, . g
(TPSStudents) 3.0 S S 0.6 8
Treatment Group
(Charter School 11 47 23.0 17.5 445 0.6 8.7
Students)

Table A16: Program patrticipation, attendance, and prior score patterns for the comparison and treatment
groups for the 3 through 10™ grader students addressed in this analysis

Section | Days Out Average Average
Student Group '(ZOZ)L (I;; SEX/\:)D 504 of School* | Prior ELA | Prior Math
(%) (M) Score Score

Comparison Group
(TPSStudents) 58.9| 11.0 12.4 3.4 10.5 2522.3 2524.8
Treatment Group
(Charter School 58.9| 11.0 12.4 3.4 10.4 2523.1 2526.4
Students)

*Note: the days out of school is the sum of absences and exclusionary discipline days Absencesdata
comes from the student absence file, which describes each absence as excused or unexcused and full day
or part day. For this work, no distinction was made between exaused or unexcused absences. Full day
absences were coded as 1.0 day and a part day absence was coded as 0.25 days. The total days absent
were summed from the individual absence events.
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A number of charter school students with valid SBA results could notbe matched with a TPS
student due to an unusual number of days out of school in combination with other matching
criteria. In addition, a number of matches were impossible to make as the required coding (e.g.
race/ethnicity or FRL status) was not included n the various data files. For both the comparison
and treatment groups, approximately 95 percent of the students were continuously enrolled in
the school for the academic year. Sudent results were included in this comparison regardless of
the continuously enrolled status in a manner similar to the Washington State Report Card

reporting .

Data from the Statistical Analyses

ELA Tables

Table A17: ELA scale score differences from spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring 2019 statewide
assessments for 3 to 10 grade students based on charter school enroliment.

ELA o 2016-17

Assessment 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 {0 2018 -19**
TPS Mean Scale Score 2566.1 2553.1 2553.3 2556.1
(Standard Deviation) (101.405) (104.431) (102.757) (103.118)
CS Mean Scale Score 2579.1 2557.9 2560.2 2563.7
(Standard Deviation) (98.668) (98.368) (101.945) (100.353)
Mean Difference* -13.041 -4.786 -6.931 -7.601
t -2.409 -1.056 -1.754 -2.905
p 0.016 0.291 0.080 0.004
Cohed 0s 0.13 0.047 0.067 0.075
Number of students in 683 1001 1341 3025
each group

*Note: the mean difference in ELA scale score pointss the value for the TPSgroup minus the value for the
charter school (CS) group. Thenegative mean difference indicates that the mean scale score for the
charter school students was higher than the mean scale score for the TPS group.**Note: the double
asterisk denotes the assessments where the group performances were statistically different.
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Table A18 ELA scale score differencesggregated over three years (spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring
2019) of statewide assessments for & to 10" grade students by grade level and based on charter school

enrollment.
ELA 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 10th
Assessment Grade** Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade** Grade
TPSGroup Mean SS 2441.2 2516.3 2502.1 2529.8 2568.6 2584.7 2620.7
(Sandard Deviation) (80.722) | (80.783)| (89.559)| (93.287)| (93.619)| (92.139)| (109.846)
CSGroup Mean SS 2491.6 2508.6 2510.7 2530.7 2575.1 2598.7 2630.8
(Sandard Deviation) (77.772)| (98.370)| (91.450)| (90.299)| (91.223)| (92.491)| (97.639)
Mean Difference* -50.381 7.708 -8.548 -0.994 -6.529 | -13.975 -10.085
t -4.119 0.420 -1.101 -0.234 -1.414 -2.261 -1.434
p < 0.001 0.676 0.271 0.815 0.157 0.024 0.152
Cohedids 0.63 0.09 0.10 0.01 0.07 0.15 0.10
Number of students 84 48 272 936 802 446 437

in each group

*Note: the mean difference in ELA proficiency rateis the value for the TPSgroup minus the value for the
charter school (CS) group. Thenegative mean difference indicates that the mean proficiency rate for the
charter school group was higher than the mean proficiency rate for the TPSgroup. **Note: the double

asterisk denotes the yearswhere the group performances were statistically different.

Table A19: ELA proficiency rate differencesfrom spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring 2019 statewide
assessments for 3 to 10" grade students based on charter school enrollment.

ASS:SLS?T] ent 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 o ;812'_1179**
1F;It::_:rsc(é:t)lIJDproficient 60.5 58.9 571 58.5
gg‘;";er:tic:;%i'i;rto“p 64.0 61.0 60.1 61.3
Mean Difference* -3.514 -2.098 -2.983 -2.810
z -1.339 -0.958 -1.568 -2.229
P 0.181 0.338 0.117 0.026
Eta squared 0.00131 0.00046 0.00092 0.00082
N-1 1365 2001 2681 6049
g:é?]bgergﬂgswdems in 683 1001 1341 3025

*Note: the mean difference in ELA proficiency rateis the value for the TPSgroup minus the value for the
charter school (CS) group. Thenegative mean difference indicates that the mean proficiency rate for the
charter school group was higher than the mean proficiency rate for the TPSgroup. **Note: the double

asterisk denotes the yearswhere the group performances were statistically different.
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Table A20: ELAscore differencesaggregated over three years (spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring 2019
of statewide assessments for 3 to 10" grade students by race/ethnicity and charter school enroliment.

Assjsl_sﬁqent Arﬁaetrli\gm Asian Black Hispanic™ White M(;rr\;v%;::es
(Tgasng/';znss 2547.9 2601.0 2521.6 2542.0 2571.7 2572.8
Deviation) (92.959)| (100.082)| (101.190) (99.278)|  (100.184)|  (104.890)
E;Sa:,\]ﬂde;gss 2585.3|  2615.2|  2529.5 2555.4 2576.7 2574.6
Deviation) (86.992)| (89.259)| (101.288)|  (96.1010) (99.085) (98.295)
'E)Aiffzrr'ence* 137406 | -14.154 -7.805 -13.445 -4.995 1711
t -1.662 -1.264 -1.761 2238 -1.036 -0.193
P 0.102 0.207 0.151 0.025 0.192 0.847
Cohedds 0.415 0.149 0.078 0.137 0.050 0.018
Number of
students in 32 143 696 528 1344 263
each group

*Note: the mean difference in scale score pointsis the value for the TPSgroup minus the value for the
charter school (CS)group. The negative mean difference indicates that the mean ELAscale score for the
charter school group was higher than the mean ELAscalescore for the TPS group **Note: the double
asterisk denotes the student groups where the group performances were statistically different.

Table A21 ELA scale score differencesggregated over three years (spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring
2019) of statewide assessments for 3 to 10" grade students by program participation and based on
charter school enroliment.

ELA English Learners** Low-Income** Special Education
Assessment

TPS MeanSS 2464.5 2530.3 2461.3
(Sandard Deviation) (82.853) (99.787) (88.441)
CS MeanSS 2479.5 2543.7 2472.2
(Sandard Deviation) (95.646) (99.251) (92.103)
Mean Difference* -14.966 -13.365 -10.896
t -2.297 -4.008 -1.636
p 0.022 < 0.001 0.102
Cohed 0s 0.168 0.135 0.121
Number of students in each 335 1782 370
group

*Note: the mean difference in scale score pointsis the value for the TPSgroup minus the value for the
charter school (CS)group. The negative mean difference indicates that the mean ELAscale score for the
charter school group was higher than the mean scale score for the TPS student group.**Note: the double

asterisk denotes the school yearswhere the group performances were statistically different.
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Table A22: ELA student growth percentile median differences from spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring
2019 statewide assessments for &' to 8" grade students based on charter school enrollment.

Grouth Pergentles | 201617 | 20178 | 2ois19 | 0 T
IA:ZLOEZP 51.0 54.0 52.0 53.0
l(\:Ahleitaer: 22‘50' Group 59.0 57.0 55.0 56.0
Median Difference* -8.0 -3.0 -3.0 -3.0
z 2,696 -1.052 -1.902 -3.003
P 0.007 0.293 0.057 0.002
Eta Squared 0.00782 0.00077 0.00159 0.00206
N-1 929 1433 2071 4635
Z;:Ebgergzgft“dems in 465 717 1136 2318

*Note: The ELAmedian difference is the value of the TPSgroup minus the value of the charter school (CS)
group. The negative median difference indicates that the median SGPfor the charter school group was
higher than the median SGP for the TPS group**Note: the double asterisk denotes the school years
where the group performances were statistically different.

Table A23 ELASGPdifferences aggregated over three years (spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring 2019

for 4™ to 8™ grade students by race/ethnicity and based on charter school enrollment.

ELA Native Two Or
Growth American Asian** Black Hispanic** White More

Percentiles Races
TPSGroup
Median SGP 50.5 56.0 520 51.5 52.0 57.0
CSGroup
Median SGP 66.5 70.0 570 59.5 52.0 60.0
Median Difference* -16.5 -140 -5.0 -8.0 0.0 -3.0
Z -1.655 -2.450 -1.784 -3.702 -0.536 -1.000
p 0.098 0.014 0.074 < 0.001 0.592 0.318
Eta Squared 0.06370 0.02986 0.00305 0.01570 0.00014 0.00262
N-1 43 201 1043 873 2063 381
Number of
students in each 22 101 522 437 1032 191
group*

*Note: the median difference in percentile points is the value for the TPSgroup minus the value for the
charter school (CS)group. The negative median difference indicates that the median for the charter school
students was higher than the median for the TPS group **Note: the double asterisk denoteswhere the
group performances were statistically different.

59



Table A24 ELASGPdifferences aggregated over three years (spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring 2019
for 4" to 8™ grade students by program participation and based on charter school enrollment.

ELA . English Learners Low-Income** Special Education

Growth Percentiles
TPSGroup
Median SGP 52.0 510 43.0
CSGroup
Median SGP 52.5 570 50.0
Median Difference* -0.5 -6.0 -7.0
z -0.777 -4.034 -1.063
p 0.437 <0.001 0.288
Eta Squared 0.00115 0.00578 0.00198
N-1 525 2817 571
Number of students in 263 1409 286
each group*

*Note: the median difference in percentile points is the value for the TPSgroup minus the value for the
charter school (CS)group. The negative median difference indicates that the median for the charter school
students was higher than the median for the TPS students **Note: the double asterisk denotes the
assessment yearswvhere the group performances were statistically different.

Math Tables

Table A25: Math scale score differences from spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring 2019 statewide
assessments for 3 to 10" grade students based on charter school enrollment.

ASS'\e/':;:em 2016-17** 2017-18 2018-19% " ;gig'_lfg**
LZifgs;e Score 2546.1 2545.1 0534.7 2540.4
(Standard Deviation) (100.090) (112.541) (107.794) (108.403)
E:/IiaGr:OSu:ale Score 2562.4 2550.7 25435 2549.4
(Standard Deviation) (105.772) (104.397) (110.654) (106.520)
Mean Difference* -16.202 -5.603 -8.804 -8.989
t -2.565 -1.150 -2.074 -3.137
P 0.010 0.250 0.038 0.002
Cohedds 0.158 0.052 0.081 0.083
g:g;]b;rroz;swdems in 499 991 1324 2814

*Note: the mean difference in scale score pointsis the value for the TPSgroup minus the value for the
charter school (CS)group. The negative mean difference indicates that the mean math scale score for the
charter school students was higher than the mean math scale score for the TPS group.**Note: the double
asterisk denotes the assessment yearsvhere the group performances were statistically different.
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Table A26: Math scale score differences from spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring 2019 statewide
assessmentsby grade and based on charter school enroliment.

Math 3 4 5 6 7t g 10"

Assessment Grade** Grade Grade** Grade Grade Grade Grade
Iﬂzzfrgé’;e Score 2451.0| 24988| 2503.2| 2520.2| 25655.| 2565.5| 25717
(Standard Doviationy | (84-119)| (88.939)| (88.592)| (103.986) | (101.996) | (115.330) | (125.628)
l(\:Ai:r:Olegale Score 2476.3| 2496.7| 2530.2| 2533.7| 2563.2| 2573.1| 2579.1
(Standard Deviationy | (71897)| (B0.601)| (88.090) | (101.782) | (100.264)| (118.836) | (124.467)
Mean Difference* 25345 1.900| -26.941| -4599| -7.713| -7.563| -7.448
t 2009 0112| -3660| -0.966| -1.496| -0.948| -0.689
P 0037| 0911| <0001| 0334 0135| 0343| 0491
Cohedds 0.32 002 031 0.04 008 0.06 0.06
muggﬁrgfgz?dems 84 50 288 934 770 421 268

*Note: the mean difference in scale score pointsis the value for the TPSgroup minus the value for the
charter school (CS)group. The negative mean difference indicates that the mean math scale score for the
charter school students was higher than the mean math scale score for the TPS group.**Note: the double
asterisk denotes the assessment yearsvhere the group performances were statistically different.

Table A27. math, proficiency rate, differences from spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring 2019 statewide
assessments for 3 to 10™ grade students based on charter school enroliment.

Math 2016-17
Assessment 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 10 2018 -19**
;Ziﬁ:ﬁ‘ﬁoﬁciem 49.1 46.8 43.1 455
g:rfgzlslgroﬁcient 54.3 49.5 46.5 49.0
Mean Difference* -5.210 -2.722 -3.399 -3.481
4 -1.646 -1.213 -1.759 -2.616
p 0.100 0.225 0.079 0.009
Eta squared 0.00272 0.00074 0.00117 0.00122
N-1 997 1981 2647 5627
g:g;]b;rroz;swdems in 499 991 1324 2814

*Note: the mean difference in math proficiency rate is the value for the TPSgroup minus the value for the
charter school (CS)group. The negative mean difference indicates that the mean proficiency rate for the
charter school students was higher than the mean proficiency rate for the TPS group **Note: the double
asterisk denotes the yearswhere the group performances were statistically different.
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Table A28 math score differencesaggregated over three years (spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring
2019) of statewide assessments for 3¢ to 10" grades by race/ethnicity and charter school enrollment.

Math Nat'.v © Asian Black** Hispanic** White Two or

Assessment American More Races
Iﬂzzfrgé’;e Score 2532.3|  2614.8 2508.2 25304 | 25513 2553.4
(Standard Deviation) (77.754)| (114.461)| (104.991)| (108.684)| (104.944)|  (108.389)
l(\:Ai:r:Olegale Score 2551.1|  2631.3 2525.6 2555.4| 25494 2561.4
(Standard Deviation) (77.882)| (122.136)|  (99.954)| (112.696)| (101.879)| (111.114)
Mean Difference* -18.846 | -16.491| -17.431 -25.057 1.855 -7.978
t -0.873|  -1.052 -3.507 -3.503 0.456 -0.799
D 0.387 0.294 0.002 <0.001 0.648 0.425
Coheads 0.242 0.139 0.170 0.226 0.018 0.073
Number of students in 26 114 646 480 1293 241
each group

*Note: the mean difference in math scale score pointsis the value for the TPSgroup minus the value for
the charter school (CS)group. The negative mean difference indicates that the mean scale score for the
treatment group (CSstudents) was higher than the mean scale score for the comparison group (TPS
students). The positive mean difference indicates that the mean scale score for thetreatment group (CS
students) waslower than the mean scale score for the comparison group (TPSstudents). **Note: the
double asterisk denotes the assessments where the group performances were statistically different.

Table A29 math scale score differencesaggregated over three years (spring 2017, spring 2018, and spring
2019) of statewide assessments for & to 10" grade students by program participation and based on

charter school enroliment.

el English Learners** Low-Income** Special Education**
Assessment
TPSGroup 2456.7 2517.9 2434.2
Mean Scale Score (Standard : (104.481) (105.504)
. (89.973)
Deviation)
CSGroup 2485.6 2533.7 2449.5
Mean ScaleScore (Standard : (105.204) (97.740)
. (91.233)
Deviation)
Mean Difference* -28.904 -15.799 -15.240
t -3.972 -4.333 -1.985
p < 0.001 < 0.001 0.048
Cohed 06s 0.319 0.151 0.150
Number of students in each 309 1654 352
group

*Note: the mean difference in scale score pointsis the value for the TPSgroup minus the value for the
charter school (CS)group. The negative mean difference indicates that the mean math scale score for the
charter school students was higher than the mean math scale score for the TPS students **Note: the
double asterisk denotes the student groups where the group performances were statistically different.
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